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STAN@ of Amarilo, Inc.

Aungust 12, 1998
STAND COMMENT # 1

Office of Fissile Materials Management
U.S. Department of Energy

1000 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, D.C. 20585

Dear Department of Energy, Office of Fissile Materials Management:
Attached are a series of comments submitted by STAND of Amarillo, Inc. pertaining to the

Surplus Plutonium Disposition Draft Envir { Impact (SPDEIS). These
documents were referenced at the Amarillo, TX public hearing on August 11, 1998

. Comments on NEPA

Comments on locating plutonium processing at Pantex

Comments on immobilization and MOX

STAND of Amarillo Fact Sheet 98-04 with April 9, 1998 news release
. News releases from August 6, 1998 and August 10, 1998

. News article from August 11, 1998

. Portions of the shredded Draft SPDEIS

R T N N

These comments will be supplemented in the future.

Sincerely:

o L
Don Moniak
Program Director

STAND of Amarillo, Inc.

cc: U.S. Secretary of Energy William Richardson

cc: State of Texas Governor George W. Bush, Jr.

ce: Congressman Mac Thornberry

cc: State of Texas Attomey General Daniel Morales

cc: Ms. Carol Borgstrom, Office of NEPA Policy and Assistance

(808) 358-2622 7105 W. 34th Ave. Suite E - Amarillo, TX 79109 FAX (806) 355-0837
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The National Environmental Policy Act

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) is our basic national charter for the protection of
the environment. NEPA requires all Federal agencies to “utilize a systematic, interdisciplinary
approach” in planning and decision making of any actions that may have an impact on the
environment; insure that high quality “environmental information is available to public officials
and citizens before decisions are made and before actions are taken”; and insure substantial and
meaningful public involvement in the planning and decision process.

The Department of Energy’s Surplus Plutorium Disposition Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (Draft SPDEIS) is in clear violation of the letter and spirit of the National
Environmental Policy Act. Following is a list of just a few of the clear violations of this important
environmental law,

NEPA requires agencies to identify and analyze significant effects

DOE failed to identify and address beryllium air emissions in the Draft SPDEIS. The Design-Only
Conceptual Design Report for the Pit Disassembly and Conversion Facility (Los Alamos
National Laboratory, 1997) described the PDCF as a beryllium operation and addressed the
possible need for an air permit. In its 1994 Environmental Checklist for ARIES, Los Alamos
National Laboratory cited “expected emissions” of beryilium for a very small test project.

DOE failed to identify radioactive air emissions in the Draft SPDEIS. On page J-4 of the
Draft SPDEIS DOE wrote that, "source term data for radiological releases, stack heights, and
release locations are provided in the data reports for the pit conversion, immobilization, and MOX
facilities.” The data reports are not provided to the public, but are placed in reading rooms. n
other words, the Draft SPDEIS does not provide any data on something as basic as expected
quantities of radioactive air pollutants.

DOE did not analyze the impact of creating a new plutonium processing site (Pantex). DOE has
identifted this impact as significant in other NEPA documents. In its Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement for Stockpile Stewardship and Management, (1996), DOE wrote, “Plutonium would net be
introduced into a site that does not have a plutonium infrastructure because of the high cost of new
plutonium facilities and the complexity of introducing pli operations into sites without current
capabilities.”

NEPA requires agencies to evaluate all reasonable alternatives

DOE did not identify or evaluate the “metals-only option” for plutonium pit disassembly and
conversion. The “metals only option was reported in the Technical Risk Assessment for the Department
of Energy Pit Disassembly and Conversion Facility Final Report {Los Alamos National Laboratory,
1997) as the option with the least technical risk.

Compiled by STAND of Amarille

FD175-1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE has prepared this SPD EIS in accordance with the provisions of NEH
(42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and the related CEQ and DOE implementatid
regulations (40 CFR 1500 through 1508 and 10 CFR 1021, respectively

FD175-2

The 1994 analysis performed by LANL referred to the possibility of
airborne releases of beryllium, a hazardous air pollutant, from pi
disassembly and conversion. Subsequent analysis from LANL indicatd
that there would not be any airborne releases of berylRitb{sassembly

and Conversion Facility, Environmental Impact Statement Data Report—|
Pantex Plant LA-UR-97-2909, June 1998). Because the beryllium is

Air Quality and Noise

expected to remain in metal form at all times, the health hazards afe

minimized. The beryllium would be present in large pieces and cutting
created when the pit was bisected. These cuttings would be too large

become airborne. There would be no grinding; thus, there would not be afy

pieces of beryllium small enough to become airborne. Because the pieg
and cuttings would be contaminated with trace levels of radioactive material
they would primarily be disposed of as TRU waste and is included in th
waste projections in this SPD EIS.

Section 2.4.1.1 was revised to discuss beryllium and its presence in the
conversion facility.

FD175-3

Appendix G was revised to include the stack parameters for each of th
proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities, and Appendix J wa
revised to include their expected radiological release quantities.

Air Quality and Noise

FD175-4 DOE Policy

The Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Stockpile
Stewardship and ManageméBEM PEIS) (DOE/EIS-0236, September 1996)
states that the pit fabrication mission would not be introduced into a site th
does not have an existing plutonium infrastructure because of the high cd
of new plutonium facilities and the complexity of introducing plutonium
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operations into sites without current plutonium capabilities. The SSM PEIS
states further that an important element of the site selection strategy is {&
maximize the use of existing infrastructure and facilities as the nuclear weapor
complex becomes smaller and more efficient in tie2atury; thus, no new

facilities were to be built to accommodate stockpile management missiong
Accordingly, DOE considered as reasonable only those sites with existin
infrastructure capable of supporting a pit fabrication mission. Although
Pantex has the infrastructure to carry out its current weapons assembly a
disassembly mission and nonintrusive pit reuse program, it was no
considered a viable alternative for the pit fabrication mission because it di
not possess sufficient capability and infrastructure to meet the SSM PEI
siting assumption stated above. Among the operations that were consider
in developing siting alternatives for pit fabrication in the SSM PEIS were
plutonium foundry and mechanical processes, including casting, shaping
machining, and bonding; a plutonium-processing capability for extracting
and purifying plutonium to a reusable form either from pits or residues; ang
assembly operations involving seal welding and postassembly processin

When comparing the site selection strategy for pit disassembly and conversi
with that used for the pit fabrication mission, the siting criteria in the SSM PEI
have little or no bearing on siting criteria used in this SPD EIS. Pitdisassemb
and conversion do not require the foundry and mechanical process
discussed inthe SSM PEIS and can be accomplished in a stand-alone facili
Also, the SSM PEIS siting assumptions include a requirement to use existi
facilities, whereas ,the pit conversion facility would be a new structure n
matter where itis located.

10B8W| TeluswUioliAuZ- [BUIH UORBSOdSId wniyo]
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The analyses conducted for this SPD EIS indicate that potential environmentfl
and human health impacts at Pantex would not be major. Results of the
analysis are presented by alternative in Chapter 4 of Volume I. Detaile
information on the potential impacts on human health at Pantex is presentgd
in Appendix J.3. As shown in these sections, normal operation of the
proposed facilities at Pantex would be well within limits prescribed by Federal
State, and local laws and regulations.
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FD175-5 Pit Disassembly and Conversion

NEPA requires agencies to evaluate a range of reasonable alternatives.
the ROD for theStorage and Disposition PEI®OE identified two
approaches for plutonium disposition: immobilization and conversion into
MOX fuel for use in existing domestic, commercial reactors. Both
approaches call for the use of plutonium dioxide as feed material. Tq
become suitable feed material, the plutonium pits would have to be convertg
to oxide. Therefore, the metals-only option is beyond the scope of thig
SPD EIS; it was eliminated from consideration in the ROD fotheage
and Disposition PEIS.
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DOE did not evaluate “plutonium polishing”—liquid acid plutonium palishing— as a r bl
alternative for producing p oxide powder suitable for Mixed Oxide (MOX) fuel use.
DOE clearly considers liquid acid plutonium processing to be 2 reasonable alternative. In early
June, DOE amended its Request for Proposals for MOX Fuel Fabrication and Irradiation
Services to read: “The Offeror shall indicate whether or not its technical approach
incorporates a pli axide polishing step.”

NEPA requires early implementation and public involvement

NEPA requires agencies to reduce delays and "integrate the NEPA process into early planning,."
and DOE's policy is to “apply the NEPA review process early in the planning stages for DOE
proposals." (10CFR1021.210.a)

DOE has excluded nuclear reactor cammunities from the public involvement process. DOE intends
to burn Mixed Oxide (MOX) fuel in nuclear reactors but is allowing the nuclear industry to provide the site
specific analysis for this proposed federal action. In the Draft SPDEIS, DOE has stated that,
renvironmental impact analysis relating to specific reactors will be included in the SPD Final
EIS," although these analyses are scheduled to be made by Consortiums in their proposals to
fabricate and irradiate Mixed Oxide (MOX) fuel. No hearings have been held or are being
planned in communities where utilities have expressed an interest in burning MOX fuel.

NEPA requires agencies meaningful and substantial public invelvement
DOE did not adequately consider public input to the scope of the SPDEIS. During the 1997

Scoping for the Surplus Plutonium Disposition Environmental Impact Statement, hundreds of
individuals and groups submitted comments to DOE to:

. Involve nuclear reactor communities in the NEPA process and do site-specific analysis of |
nuclear reactor sites;

. Provide environmental, safety and health information from the European mixed oxide |
(MOX) fuel industry;

. Fully analyze the differences between plutonium pit conversion for use in immobilization |
versus use in mixed oxide (MOX) fuel;

. Analyze “aqueous” plutonium processing as a reasonable alternative for plutonium pit |
conversion.

. Provide environmental impact data int the actual environmental impact statement, not in |

reference documents.

These scoping considerations were not undertaken by the Department of Energy. |

The intent of NEPA is not bigger documents, it is better documents.

and unnecessary paperwork, and it does not provide high quality information that is easily read by the

The Draft SPDEIS is 1300 pages long, yet it does not contain basic information, it does contain redundant ‘
general publie.
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FD175-6 Plutonium Polishing and Aqueous Processing

At the time DOE issued the SPD Draft EIS, it believed the gallium content in
the plutonium dioxide feed specifications for MOX fuel could be reached
using the dry, thermal gallium removal method included in the pit conversior]
process. However, in response to public interest on this topic and to ensu
adequate NEPA review in the event that the gallium specification could ng
be met with the thermal process, an evaluation of the potential environment
impacts of including a small-scale aqueous process (referred to a
plutonium polishing) as part of either the pit conversion or MOX facility
was presented in Appendix N of the SPD Draft EIS. On the basis of publig
comments received on the SPD Draft EIS, and the analysis performed &
part of the MOX procurement, DOE has included plutonium polishing as 3
component of the MOX facility to ensure adequate impurity removal from
the plutonium dioxide. Appendix N was deleted from the SPD Final EIS,
and the impacts discussed therein were added to the impacts sectio
presented for the MOX facility in Chapter 4 of Volume |. Section 2.18.3 was|
also revised to include the impacts associated with plutonium polishing.

FD175-7 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

The SPD Final EIS was not issued until the proposed reactors had beg
identified and the public had an opportunity to comment on the
reactor-specific information. As part of the procurement process, bidder
were asked to provide environmental information to support their proposalg
This information was analyzed in an Environmental Critique prepared for thq
DOE source selection board prior to award of the MOX fuel fabrication
and irradiation services contract. DOE then prepared an Environmenta
Synopsis on the basis of the Environmental Critique, which was released {
the public as Appendix P of tHgupplement to the SPD Draft Eii$
April 1999. ThisSupplemenincluded a description of the affected
environment around the three proposed reactor sites, and analyses of 1
potential environmental impacts of operating these reactors using MOX
fuel (Sections 3.7 and 4.28 of this SPD EIS, respectively). During thg
45-day period for public comment on tBapplementDOE held a public

hearing in Washington, D.C., on June 15, 1999, and invited commentd.

Responses to those comments are provided in Volume Ill, Chapter 4.
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FD175-8 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concerns regarding public involvement.

As discussed in the response to FD175-7, nuclear reactor communities h
the opportunity to comment. In the Environmental Critique and Environmental
Synopsis, DOE used information that DCS provided on its European MOX
fuel experience in evaluating changes required to the proposed MOX facility
The results of the critique were made available to the public in the
Environmental Synopsis in accordance with 10 CFR 1021.216.

FD175-9 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE has worked carefully to keep the size of this SPD EIS to a minimum, an
yet to make it sufficiently comprehensive to ensure that the decisionmakg
and the public are well informed on the potential environmental impacts o
siting the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities. However, the

number and complexity of reasonable alternatives required to meet DOE}

needs compel a very large document. DOE has also worked carefully t

eliminate duplicate information. Nevertheless, a certain amount of repetitiof

has been necessary to assist the reader—that is, to prevent the reader f
having to move between various sections to exhaust the information on
particular topic. DOE has prepared a short summary of the SPD EIS and
guide on how to quickly locate specific information therein.
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U.S. Department of Encrgy

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
P.0. Box 23786

‘Washington, DC, 20026-3786

Dear Department of Energy, Office of Fissile Materials Disposition:

1 do not support plutonium processing at the Pantex Plant. In the Surplus Plutonium Disposition
Draft Envirc | Impaci Staty , the Department of Energy prudently decided against
locating one plutonium processing facility (MOX fuel fabrication) at the Pantex Plant, For the
following additional reasons, a Plutonium Pit Disassembly and Conversion facility also should not
be located at Pantex:

Paantex Should Not Become the Next Rocky Flats
Pantex has never processed plutonium. The Pantex Superfund site has so far apparently escaped
the type of radioactive contamination found at plutonium processing sites like Rocky Flats in
Calorado and Hanford in Washington.
Risks That Are Unknown Are Too High

The Pantex Plant occupies an area that is a fraction of the size of other plutonium sites.

SIZE MATTERS: A Comparison of the Area of the Four Candidate Sites (Square Miles)

Pantex Savannah Kiver Idahe National Hanford
Site Engineering Lab.
23 309 890 560

The technologies proposcd in the Plutonium Pit Disassembly and Conversion Facility are
undemonstrated and unproven. It is unacceptable to have plutonium operations above the
Ogallala Aquifer and only one mile from where people live and work in & vibrant agricultural
producing area. The Pantex legacy already includes heavy contamination in a perched layer of
groundwater less than one hundred feet above the Ogallala Aquifer. This pollution extends from
under the Pantex Plant to adjacent private property and the real impacts remain unknown.

The risk of any additional groundwater pollution is unacceptable in an agricultural region.

Common sense dictates that negative consequences to people and farmland from nuclear
accidents are far more likely in a small, open, windy location like Pantex. The Department of
Energy has acknowledged that the most visually unappealing feature of the plutonium facilities
will be their smokestacks. Visual blight will be a minor inconvenience compared to the air
pollutants--many of them radioactive--expected to escape into the atmesphere daily through
smokestack filters. Routine air emissions of tritium, plutonium, americium, and beryllium
constitute unacceptable new hazards to the Texas Panhandle.

10

FD175-10 Alternatives
This comment is addressed in responses to the cambpeitgr,Expressing

Reasons for Not Supporting Plutonium Processing at the Pantex Plant
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There is Valid, Strong Criticism of Safety
in the Storage of Plutonium at Pantex

Since Pantex became the nation’s long-term storage location for up to 20,000 plutonium pits,
promises to improve safety conditions have not happened. The U.S. Government Accounting
Office and the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board have issued reports critical of plutonium
storage safety at Pantex, Fifty million taxpayer dollars were spent on a failed plutonium pit
container program (the AT-400A) and the plan to move over 10,000 pits into a safer remodeled
building (Building 12-66) has also failed.

When it comes to plutonium pit storage problems, Panhandle residents are back to square one. 10
The phutonium remains in old, unsuitable, corroding storage containers and in 35-55 year old
“bunkers” that the Department of Energy promised were for “temporary” use. Plutonium that is
supposed to be stored in a stable environment now sits in the bunkers--all but three without air
conditioning—-even as the Texas Panhandle experiences a spell of more than 40 consecutive days
of 90+ degree temperatures, and more than 20 days this summer with thermometers registering
100+ degrees. Ifthe Department of Energy cannot accomplish the job of safely storing Pantex
plutonium in the most stable environment, there is no reason to accept its unsubstantiated
assurances to safely process deadly plutonium powders at Pantex.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment.

Sincerely:

SEXG_L—SGSUOdSGH pue sjuswnoog juswuwioD
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U.S. Department of Energy i

“Office of Fissile Materials Disposition h
P.O. Box 23786

Washington, DC, 20026-3786

Dear Department of Encrgy, Office ot Fissile Materials Disposition:

In the Surplus Plutonium Disposition Draft Envir ! Impact Statement, the Department of Energy
proposes 1o build new plutonium processing facilities and dispose of 53 tons of “surplus™ plutonium,

I ask that the following comments reflecting my concerns and reservations regarding these proposals be
incorporated into the decisions made for the plutonium disposition program.

Immebilize

The objective of plutonium disposition is to make weap ble plutonium as i ible for reuse in nuclear
weapons as the plutonium in irradiated nuclear fuel, and to do so in a timely and safe manner. For the following
reasons the Department of Energy should choose to immobilize ail surplus plutonium and consider the possibility

of doing this at more than one location:

. JImmobilizing all plutonium is a safer option becausg it involves less handling, processing, and
transporting of plutonium and other radivactive materials, and is less expensive because it involves fower
new facilities and avoids the costs of subsidizing the nuctear industry. These same factors would allow
disposition to accur in 2 much more timely manner;

. According to the Department of Energy’s own studies, the “ceramification can-in-canister” approach
to immobilization results in a waste product that is more resistant to theft, diversion, and reuse than
irradiated mixed oxide (MOX) fuel;

. The immobilization approach does not i:‘wolve increasing the risk to persons living near nuclear reactors
because it avoids buming—for the first ime ever--large of weapons-grade plutoni 11

If delays arise in the immobilization program, the Department of Energy should insure that:

. s of presently unstable plutonium oxide scheduled for immobilization are put in a safer, more stable
urm suitable for storage, inventory, and international inspection;

. The objective of interim demilitarization of currently stable forms of plutonium, such as plutonium in
pits, must be the minimal alteration of its current form necessary for safe storage, inventory, and
international inspection.

No Toe MOX

The ill-conceived mixed oxide (MOX) fuel option should be rejected because there is no rational justification to
convert stable plutonium to less stable, more dangerous plutonium oxide powder for use in MOX fuel, and then
subsidize the nuclear industry to irradiate the fuel in aging nuclear reactors. Now that it appears obvious that
producing plutonium oxide powder suitable for use in MOX fuel will require liquid acid plutonium processing, the
MOX option is a proven threat to human health and the environment.

The United States” rationale that it must choose the MOX option to b
in several respects:

pp Russia is itiated and flawed

* °  Thereis little support for a plutonium fuel economy in Russia, where people voting in public referendums
have overwhelmingly rejected new nuclear developments;

FD175

FD175-11 Alternatives

This comment is addressed in responses to the cambpeitgr,Expressing
Support for Immobilizing All Surplus Plutonium and Rejection of the
Mixed Oxide Fuel Option.

awalels joedw| [ejuswuoliAug Jeuld uoiisodsiq wniuoinjd snjdins



LT6—€

STAND orF AMARILLO , INC.
DoN MoNIAK
Pace 100F 15

. The argument that the Russian government oppases immobilization because the plutonium is more casuy
retrieved is undermined by the fact that irradiated MOX fizel is easier to re-use in nuclear weapons than
the coramification can-in-canister disposition approach;

. The United States should not be encouraging Russia to develop MOX capability due to the uncertainties
produced by the U.S. underwriting costs of a Russian infrastructure to reprocess plutenium,

. Russia’s choice of technology should not determine the U.S. choice. The goveraments themselves have
recognized this, as in the United States-Russian Joint Plutonium Disposition stdy in 1996, which found
that, "The United States and Russia need noit use the same pl ium disp i hnology. Indeed,

given the very different economic circumstances, nuclear infrastrucrures. and fuel cycle policies in the
Bwo countries, it is likely that the best approaches will be different in the two countries."

Already, politically powerful voices are suggesting that United States policy regarding plutonium be re-examined.
By establishing a new Ievel of plutonium processing infrastructure which encourages plutonium commerce,
U.S. non-proliferation policy is clearly undermined.

Inform People of the Real Hazards, Risks, and Uncertainties

The Department of Energy has not fulfilled its legal obligation ta fully inform people of the real risks, hazards, 1
uncertainties amd long-tenm implications of processing tons of plutomiunm powder that is hazardous to human
health at the scale of micrograms. This latest voluminous, and largely unreadable, environmental document does
not even contain the most basic information about hazards, such as the expected quantitics of radioactive air
pollutants. Instead, the public is forced to follow a paper maze if the information is available at all.

The Department of Energy tnust admit that the real hazards and risks are largely unknown, and that uncertainty is
the only constant at this time. There is only cne mixed oxide (MOX) fuel plant currently operating at the capacity
proposed by this document—100 tons of MOX fuel fabricated per year—and that facility uses reactor-grade
plutosium. No MOX {uel from weapons-grade plutonium has ever been [abricated or used on an industrial scale,
and no weapons-grade plutonium has ever been immobilized on an industrial seale. The plutonium pit
disassembly and conversion plant would be a first-of-its-kind facility utilizing unproven technologies that are
controversial even within the nuclzar establishment.

To compound the uncertainties, the Depantment of Energy plutomium disposition plan is not a model for success.
Under the existing proposals, the Department of Energy would design facilitics requiring unproven technologies
whle the technology demonstration and testing is ongoing, and begin facility construction before fiushing thewr
design. The Deparument of Energy has foliowed this model of development before and the result has always been
cost overruns, delays, unexpected negative impacts on human health and the environment, and massive waste of
taxpaver dollars.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment

Sincerely:
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STAN@ of Amarillo, Inc.

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: APRIL 9, 1998

NEWS RELEASE***%#***%*NEWS RELEASE

NRC SCRUTINIZES MOX PROGRAM

"SHIFTING SOIL" AND CONFUSION CHARACTERIZE DOE EFFORTS

The Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) issued several stern wamings to the Department of Energy (DOE)
during an April 3, 1998 public mesting in which DOE briefed the commission on its Mixed Oxide (MOX) fuel
program. NRC Chairperson Shirley Jackson admonished DOE, “Stability at the highest policy levels within DOE... s
something that we absolutely must have.” Jackson’s remarks finalized the briefing that yielded repeated indications
that DOE's MOX program appears to lack integrated and coherent leadership or strategy.

Director of DOE’s Office of Fissile Materials Disposition, Howard Canter, indicated the regulatory framework is
poorly defined. Jackson replied at one point that “the soit seems to be shifting,..and so the real question that
naturally occurs is how firm is DOE with the strategies and plans that you have presented today?”

Pantex is one of four candidate sites for plutonium processing operations, and its supporters have used NRC
regulation as a selling point in trying to minimize the dangers associated with these new missions at the plant.
Serious concerns for the Panhandle arise since this regulation doesn't currently exist and proposals are neither clear
nor defined at this point.

12
The fact is that DOE remains self-regulated in their handiing of plutonium. “Our experience is that DOE does
whatever it wants to do, and public input is just a charade. I'm not sure they will ever be willing to heed any advice
from the Nuclear Regulatory C: ission either,” ding to Trish Neusch, Operations Director for STAND of
Amarillo, whose family lives and farms less than 2 miles from the proposed plutonium processing facility.

Don Moniak, Program Director for STAND of Amarillo, adds, “While it is encouraging to see the NRC put the
plutonium disposition program under such heavy scrutiny, we hope Congress and the Texas delegation begin to take
notice and slash MOX funding accordingly. DOE needs better leadership and a sense of direction before they waste
any more taxpayer dollars.”

The April 3, 1998 NRC meeting transcript is available in its entirety on the World Wide Web at:

http://www.nre.gov/NRC/COMMISSION/TRANSCRIPTS/19980403a.html
For More Information Contact:

Don Moniak, STAND of Amarillo, Inc. 806-358-2622

{8086) 358-2622 71058 W. 34th Ave. Suite £ - Amarilio, TX 79109 FAX (808) 355-3837

FD175

FD175-12 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE acknowledges the attached news releases, fact sheet, af
newspaper article.
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POSITIONS AND STATEMENTS
PLUTONIUM PROCESSING AND MIXED OXIDE (MOX) FUEL

12

STAND of Amarillo, Inc. Fact Sheet #98-4
7105 W. 34th Ave, Suite E, Amarillo, TX 79109  805-358-2622 stand@am.net
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%TAN@ of Amarillo, Inc.

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: Aungust §, 1998

NEWS RELEASE**#**#***:*NEWS RELEASK

TRITIUM EMISSIONS
WOULD JUMP 10,000 TIMES WITH
PLUTONIUM PROCESSING AT PANTEX

According to a D of Energy d high levels of routtine air emissions of gaseous, radioactive tritium
would ck iz ions at 2 Plutonium Pit Di biy and Conversiom Facility (PDCF) Las Alamos

N: 1L i i d that 1,100 curies a year of gaseous tritium would be released through a
mnkmckabomlls foet high. The source of the tritium would be the “disassembly and conversion of pits
containing tritium™ in the “Special Recovery Line,” an additional process that was not previously reported.

Pantex and the Savannah River Site plant in South Carolina are “equally preferred” candidate sites for locating the
Phutonium pit progessing facility—a first-of-itskand plutaniurn processing plant that would utilize unproven
technologies: [f located at Pantex_ the PDCF would emit 10,000 times mare hazardous; radicactive tritium gas than
are presently released under routine existing Pantex operations (0.1 curies/year in 1995 and 1996).

—— Paniandle Area Neighbors And Land
Tritiuny Air Emissions at Pantex (PANAL) member Jeri Osborne stated. “that is a.
Proposed vs. Existing. lot of radioactive air pollution considering the

winds we have around here. There are several of us
living and farming along this north-northwest
Pantex boundary, including a bunch of children.
‘We’ve said all along that plutomium processing is &
threat to human health and area agriculture, and
this just confirms our position yet again.”

Curiles/Year
-

“The Department of Energy brags about the
Plutonium Procassing mumber of jobs a plutonium plant might create tut
chooses to hide the severe health hazards
plutonium operations wouid create,” added Don.
Moniak from Sericus Texans Against Nuclear

Dumping,
For More Information Contact
Don Monisk, 306-358-2622
* Pit Di bly and C: ion Facility, Envi Impact Statement Data Report-Pantex Site,
LA-UR-97-2909. Page 68.
(806) 358-2622 7105 W. 34th Ave, Suite E - Amarillo, TX 79109 FAX (806) 355-3837
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=/ SAVE TEXAS AGRICULTURE AND RESOURCES
7105 W. 34th Street

Amarillo, Texas 79109
SWAR oo

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: August 10, 1998
ATTENTION: ASSIGNMENT EDITORS
MEDIA ADVISORY ******MEDIA ADVISORY
Media Conference
Courtyard Area of the Radisson Inn, I-40 and Lakeside
Amarillo, Texas
2 P.M., Monday, August 10

LOCAL GROUPS TO SHRED
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY’S
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Local Panhandle area citizens and grassroots organizations will meet with the media to discuss their grave concems
with the Department of Energy’s proposals to begin prooessmg plutomum at the Pantex Pla.n( A pubhc hearing

being held in Amarillo on Tuesday, August 11th is an ity for Texas P to
remind dw government that the lure of a few hundred jobs is not won.h becoming the next Rocky Flats. A copy of the 12
Surplus P! fum Disposition Draft Envi Impacr St will be sent through 2 shredder to send the

Department of Energy the message that the document is in clear violation of the National Environmental Policy Act.
Some of the clear violations include:

. Failure to eval all bl iumn processing ives:
. Omission of environmental impacts sich as radioactive air emissions:

Exclusion of nuclear reactor communities from the public involvement process;
A clzim that repackaging plutonmm pits at Pantex into shipping containers would add $70,000,000 in
operating costs to a pit and ion facility at a site other than Pantex.

“We are greatly disturbed that the government chose not to tell people how much radioactive debris will be depasited
on our agricultural land and its products,” said Doris Smith of Panhandle Area Neighbors and Landowners
(PANAL).

“Pamex is a site with no plutonium processing experience and compared to other DOE sites it is clean of radioactive
ion, Yet these derations remain absent in the analysis," said Mavis Belisle of the Peace Farm.

*“The Department of Energy already said it would repackage plutumu.m pits in new storage and shipping containers as

part of its storage program. The failure to impl d safety i program should not function as
a criteria for locating a more dangerous operation at Pa.nte& said Don Moma.k from Serious Texans Against
Nuclear Dumnping (STAND).

CONTACTS: Don Moniak 806-358-2622  Mavis Belisle 806-335-1715 Doris Smith 806-335-1050

STAND of Amarillo ° PANAL ° the Peace Farm ° POWER of He °_Texas Nuclear Waste Task Force

FD175
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Amatillo Dally News Tuesday, August 11, 1998 9A

STAND:

By GREG ROHLOFF
Globe-News Business Writor

Qppornents of a possible plutonium
pit disassembly plant at Pantex said
Monday that the Department of Ener-
gy failed to include ail the pertinent
information in its draft environmental
impaci staterment,

‘The DOE will conduct hearings
from 1to 4 pm. and 6 109 p.m. 10~
day at the Radisson Inn, Interstate 40
and Lakeside, vn the pussible loca-
tion of a pit disassembly plant. Addi-
tionally, the DOE will collect wrilten
comments on the proposal through
Sepx. 16.

U.S. Rep. Mac Thornberry, R-
Clarandon, will testify on why he be-
lieves Pantex is the best choice for
the piant. Thornberry is a member of
the House National Security Commit-
tee, which oversees Pantex amd the
nation’s nuclear weapons complex.

Pantex is one of two preferred

Report omits data

ulations allow up to 5 rems yearly,
according to Andre Cygelman, direc-
tor of material and immabilization of
the office of fissile matenals disposi-
tion for DOE.

The document states an average
vearly exposure of about 500 mili-
rems; a millirem is one-thousandth of
arem.

Moniak said Pantex’s current level
of allowable radiation exposure is 800
milliems.

A report anatyzing the staffing
needs of a pit disassembly plant pre-
pared by Los Alamos National Labo-
ratory estimates that some workers o
the aperating Mot could be exposed
to as much as | rem. The average for
alt floor workers is 81Qmillirems.

Moniak said the DOE environ-
mental impact statement writers ap-
parently amrived at the 500 millirems
figare by including managers and
clerical workers who would not be in
contact with the pits.

sites, ding to DOE d Cygel and Bert , di-
The other is the Savannah River Sit=  reetor of outreach for the office of
in western South Carolina. fissile, materials disposition, said they

Don Moniak, executive director of
Serious Texans Against Nuclear
Dumping, said the DOE’s environ-
mental impact statement downplays
the potential radiation exposure.

Radiation exposure is measured in
standard units called rems; DOE reg-

had no knowledge of the source of
the higher figures quotd by Moniak.
Cygelman said the 300 milliremns
was a goal for 2 disassembly plant.
Dogis Smith of the Panhandle Area
Neighbors and Landowners, another
group opposed to expanding Pantex’s

mission, said the dratt document un-
d the p lial exp 1
tritium: a toxic liquid that has reached
a perched aquifer above the Ogallala
aquifer, a principle source of water
for the region.

She cited a June { report an the Pit
Disassembly and Conversion Facility
that 1,100 curies of tritium would be
released into the atmosphere.

Cygelman insisted that the figures
in the draft environmental impact
stalcment were accurate, and that
workers would face little exposuns to
titium while handling the plutonium
pits in glove boxes.

Mavis Belisle of the Peace Farm
questioned the accuracy of figures
listed for beryllium, noting that the
(Oak Ridge, Tenn., plant has had en-
vironmental problems because of be-
ryllium.

Cygelman and Stevenson said they
were uncertain of the analysis of be-
ryllium expostre.

Moniak, Smith and Belisle shred-
ded a copy of the siatement, reducing
it to a pite of paper strips.

“We do not believe it is legally
valid or scientifically valid at this
time,”” Moniak said.

Maniak cafled for a new statement
that would be shoster and more con-
cise than the cwrrent document's
1,300 pages.

12
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STAN@ of Amarilio, Inc.

August 24, 1998
STAND COMMENT #2
Surplus Plutonium Disposition Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(Drait SPDEIS)

Office of Fissile Materials Management
U.S. Department of Energy

1000 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, D.C. 20585

Dear Department of Energy, Office of Fissile Materials Management:

RE: ARIES Source Term Facr Sheet (LALP-97-24, Rev. 3, April 24, 1998).

On page 3, paragraph two, tne report states that, “A significant number of pits processed by the

ARIES facility will contain tritium, None of these pits were selected as part of the ARIES pilot

demonstration because of the difficulties associated with handling tritium.”
Does the Depariment of Energy know how many pits contain tritium?

. Exactly what exact difficulties are associated with handling tsitium, why arg these 1
difficulties not reported in the Draft SPDEIS, and will DOE detail these difficuities in the
Final SPDEIS?

- ‘What would be the consequences if pits containing tritium were sent througls the
proposed plutonium pyroprocessing modules?

1s DOE considering processing pits with tritium at an even or uncven rate?
On page 3, paragraph two, the report also states that, “Decisions regarding the presence of tritium
will be made before processing pits in the ARIES facility. These decisions may be based upon
prior knowledge or upon a sampling strategy for detecting tritium. A strategy for detecting tritium
in pits was devised white planning for the reconfiguration of the nuclear stockpile complex »

When will DOE make these decisions regarding the presence of tritium?

. Where in the Draft SPDEIS is there an analysis and/or reporting of the requirements for 2
detecting tritium?
- Was the tritium detection strategy ever reported in a public document? Was this strategy
ever implemented?
. What is the risk of not detecting tritium in a pit that does contain tritium?
(808) 358-2822 7105 W. 34th Ave. Suite E - Amarillo, TX 79109 FAX (806) 355-3837
FD145

FD145-1

Section 2.4.1.2 was revised to expand the discussion of tritium and operatign
of the Special Recovery Line. DOE knows how many pits contain tritium.
The actual number and types of pits containing tritium are classified. Pit
with tritium would be handled in the Special Recovery Line. Tritium is removed
from the pit and either captured for use or oxidized to tritiated water ang
captured for disposal as LLW. The tritium included in the waste estimateg
and emissions were bounded and analyzed in this SPD EIS. The presencg of
tritium would be confirmed when the pit is unpacked from the shipping
container and would also be obvious when the pit is bisected. Tritium woulgl
be separated from the pit components in the Special Recovery Line, and 4ll
parts would be surveyed for tritium before being moved for further processing.
These steps would reduce the probability of pyroprocessing of plutoniun
contaminated with tritium to a level that is not considered credible. Howevet,
if it were to happen the tritium would be volatilized and escape through th
facility’s ventilation system since HEPA filters cannot capture tritum. The
resulting tritium release to the atmosphere would be of smaller consequenge
than the design-basis accident already presented in this SPD EIS for a tritim
release at the pit conversion facility during a glovebox fire because thig
accident includes tritium contaminated parts from multiple pits being affected.
The processing schedule for specific pits has not been finalized. The tritiuf
at risk in the SPD EIS accident analysis and the tritium emissions to th
atmosphere are conservative estimates that bound the potential environmer
impacts of pit disassembly and conversion operations.

Pit Disassembly and Conversion

o7
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FD145-2

Section 2.4.1.2 was revised to include a description of the processes
verifying the contents of pit shipments and the requirement to survey
incoming pits for tritium contamination. The method for determining the
types of pits that are contaminated with tritium is classified.

Pit Disassembly and Conversion

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response FD145-1.
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On page 3, paragraph ong, the repost states, “Because of their construction, same pit types will
requice capabilities in addition to those tested in the ARIES pilot demonstration. Number and
types of pits to be processed in a facility may not be defined until the final implementation of
weapons reduction treaties.”

. Are there any other pit types besides those containing tritium that require extra
capabilities?

. Is DOE considering all potential pit types in the PDCF?

On pege 2 in the fourth paragraph, the report states that the initial demonstration project involved
only seven pit types that “were generally representative of the larger stockpile and relatively
straightforward in their construction so there would be no special complications in the ARIES
pilot demonstration.”

. What special complications are anticipated in the larger-scale plutonium pit disassembly
and conversion demonstration and full scale facility?

. Where are thase special complications reported to the public in the Draft SFDEIS? Will
DOE report these special complications in the Final SPDEIS?

. Are the original seven pit types selected for the demonstraticu “bonded” pits?

On page two of the report is & table showing the potential impurities in the plutonium in
plutonium pits.

. ‘Where was this list of impurities reported in the Draft SPDEIS?
. In what end product will these impurities appear? DOE should give a detailed description
of whether the impurities will become part of the air pollutant stream, the mixed-waste

stteam, ot the

. IF the impurities are converted to air pollutants, who will regulate these air emissions?

STAND of Amarillo believes the ARIES Source Term Faet Sheet should be added as an Appendix]
to the Final SPDIES, and is attaching a copy for inclusion.

These comments will be supplemented in the future,

Sincerely:

Don Monizk
Program Director
STAND of Amarilic, Inc.

FD145-3 Pit Disassembly and Conversion

Some pit types have unique features beyond those issues associated W
the presence of tritium that may require special handling tools, cutting tools
or procedures. DOE is considering all potential pit types in the pit conversio
facility and would actually disassemble up to 250 representative pits durin
the pit disassembly and conversion demonstration currently being conductgd
at LANL.

ith

|\ W S e,

FD145-4 Pit Disassembly and Conversion

The pit disassembly and conversion demonstration was expanded to inclugle
all pit types in order to avoid potential special complications in a full-scale pif
conversion facility. Specifics of the special complications related to thg
disassembly of some pits discussed in the LANL fact sheet are classifie
The environmental impacts resulting from the disassembly of all of the pi
types that could be dispositioned through the pit conversion facility werg
addressed in the analysis presented in Chapter 4 of Volume I. The originpl
seven pit types selected for the demonstration were bonded pits.

o

FD145-5 Pit Disassembly and Conversion

Information presented in the ARIES fact sheet referred to by the commentqgr
was considered in this SPD EIS. Section 2.4.1 was revised to acknowledd
the presence of potential impurities in the pits to be dismarigoendix H

was revised to discuss the inclusion of these impurities in the LLW and TRY
waste streams. All gaseous effluent streams coming from the facility wouldi
be thoroughly scrubbed or filtered to reduce the amount of undesirabl
particulates and pollutants. Air leaving gloveboxes in the process line woul
be filtered through three stages of HEPA filters. By the time any of thg
impurities joined the facility’s exhaust stream, they would likely be in the
subparts-per-billion range. Any impurities that were converted to air
pollutants would be subject to Federal, State, and local air quality regulation
Some impurities may remain with the plutonium which would be passeq
through the plutonium-polishing process in the MOX facility as described in
the revised Section 2.4.3. In instances of the material being sent directly
the immobilization facility, as in Alternatives 11 and 12, the plutonium could
be fed directly into the process. The ARIES demonstration project wa:
analyzed in th@it Disassembly and Conversion DemonstrationBAE/
EA-1207, August 1998), which is available on the MD Web site at
http:/mww.doe-md.com.

UBWItLIOP
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Description

LALP-97-2¢

Preconcaptuzl Documentation for the ARIES Facility
ARIES Sourca Tenm Fact Shest

ARIES Source Term

A::hsndoﬁb:Cnlqu.lbUnndSmmmmﬂahrxe,d:mmd@nenf
mars than 20,000 guclear {(Stock T Preferred A
February 1996). In 1995, d:e" ut‘Dei:u bl "“thl:NudBrPomm
Revw(NPR.I”S)hmubufllo-m P chensive review 1o d the
mhdmdwwmmUSmw The report icogrized that the security

bad changed & jcally since the end of the Cold War and recommended
large reductions in the nuclear weapons stockpile. However, it alss recognized the current
instahility and uneerminty m couatries that <ill congrol a puclear arsenal and
mmnﬁmmn::m:ﬁmﬂa, during miciesr stockpile in the lity of
diarop in relationships with these its. The ded size of the enduring
mﬂquwmmdmbe”ﬂﬂmdaxwuhﬁdx,ﬂ:mmhupﬂmi@dam
achisving full reductions called for in the ratified Stratrgic Arms Reduction Treaty
(START) I'and in the currently unratified START IL Thus, in the foresceable future,.
more thaz 16,500 suclear weapons could be dismantied m the United States.

Awmdh:mwhwnhﬂyheumvdﬁmtﬁemwm&pﬂn
Plotomum from the pits of thess d nuclear weap upmofdmssz
metric soas of weapans-usable pittonium declared excess o sariosal security needs as part
of the Departmemt of Esergy (DOE) Opeunass Inisiative (Opcancss Press Cenference Fact
Shﬁ.l-‘abnmyé 1996}, The dispasition of excess piutontum from e pits of dismanled
the kpile, is e responsibility of the Dep of Energy Office
of Fxmk Mazerial Dasposmm (DOE-M.D) To conaply with Prexidential Directive
{Clinton, S ber 23, 1993), pl ium must be d from pits by the Advanced
lmmszm:mmSym(Ame)ormamn'mmmhn
ilable for i ] ility without ing design inft

mmcmmmmdwwmhwmwmrdhmmmpm
of the coduring As weapon di ! and other p s to be
mwuiplmmumm:mof&cmpmsmﬁnmcmmyahb:
declared excess to razional secunty needs and offiered for internationnl inspection. These
pita will also requirc processing by ARIES, of a process with similar capabilitiey,

Th:whlnwnb:rbfpus and the correspondi of in weap

the 1 ruervg,andd;a&nnx!mdwﬂ:mybefwndm!hc
classified report “Selection of Pits for 1 d Derm iom of ARIES,” (Brough &,
ai, 1996).

Preiimirary schedulcs for surplus weapons-usable piutonium disposition estimate 10 yeary
of operation for the pit canversion process (DOE-MD-003, Yuly 17, 1996).

Page i of 4

Rev. 3
Apeil 24, 1988
FD145
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Preconeaptunl Docurnentation for the ARIES Facility
ARIES Source Term Fact Sheet
Description cont. Thmmmx@lywdiﬁ'ﬂmpkm-_ﬁnmhpainﬂymndndunmd

Status

Mafmhhﬁﬂammﬁwmmmdmwmm.

gl fuam, exbium, Gt Pt bed ia "°B), o
ﬁn'ullusud.u'in'mﬁﬂ,l 1 Tt fum (U eoriched and depletsd
and gallium, Max ioas of & ities i plutoniom zre as follows.
Element C jon (PPM) | Elemenr Coneentration (PPM)
Ahum . Nickel -

Ametici 200 Neptanivm  { 100

Boron S0 Lead 100

Beryllium 3 Silicen .

Carhan 200 Ta 100

Calcium 500 Tamalum 100

Cadmium 10 Thorium 100

Chromjum 100 Titzorum 100

Coppes 100 Uraoium 100

Trosr . Tungsien 200

Gallium . Zinc 100

M n 500 Tritiam 10 mCi/kg

M 100 —
*For Ga, Al, and 8i, the limit is 4 (ppm Ga) +10 (ppm A} + 10 (ppm Si) < 1300 ppm.

*$Fe + Ni < 300 ppm

Relation to the Study Detziled knowledge of the rute of throughput and the physical and chemical nature of the

pits arc required to do detziled design work on an ARIES faciliry.

The ARIES pilot demenstration will process 50 pits consisting of séven design types.
This sélection was mads entirely from pit types cusrently in the retiremen: stockpile.
Selertion enteria were esmblished tw seicct types that were penerally representative of the
lerger stockpile and relatively straightforward in their comstruction so thery would be wo
special complications in the ARLES pilot demanstration (Brough et at., 1996).

The report by Brough et 2l., 1996, includes a gmeralized eareomation and categorization of
all the pit types ia the nuelear siockpile, Thers are b . dewailed descriptions anly for
the ssve rypes that will be processed in the ARIES pilot demonstration.

Pags 2014 Rev.3
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Options

Implementation

References

LALP-8T-24

Preconcaptual Documnentation for the ARIES Factlity
ARIES Source Tenm Fact Sheet

Aﬁﬂkywmhmﬁdhpmﬂpkmbdndmhmgﬂm
peeds. A classified repare similar to the one by Brough ct al, 1996, containing
imfisrmation about all pit types to be p 2 will be requized. B of their
mmm:mmwﬂmmmhhuammmﬂmeuadmh
ARIES pilot dzmonstration. Nmbeuniqpaofpmwhuwnmdma&nluymy
1ot be defined until the final of weap

A xignificamt mmnber of pits processed by the ARIES facility will contain gridum. Noas
ufﬁmpnuwuzuludnpmefmmwmdmmnmbmmeaf&g
diffculties aszociared with bandling it Decisi the of tricum
will be mads before processing pits in the ARIES facility. These decisians may be based
upmmrhﬂdgtuum:mhgwh&mgmm‘ A strategy for
damgmnmmpmwdamd lapning for the £ of ths suclear

lex. Trigum ining picy will be sent 1o a special tritium recovery
module. mford:mblmgmm-hmgpmmbuﬂ;dwdopdula
Alamos, Wheg dovel s comp st be included it the ARTES
facifity design and conszruction.

Before final decisions are made regarting the mmber and type of pits to be comverted,
‘working iens can be ined om the low side by ths requirements w process
hwmm&pﬂc On the high side, system mquirements can be dafined by
all pits that will not be part of the saduring stockpils.

Space and equipment needs for the ARIES facility will be defined bry the mumber and
types of pits that will be processed and by the period of time aliocated 1o proceas them.

efthn" Lrile & revcarcbeht and M Pre e B

(o

B of E “Qencknile M. Preferred Aernativey Report, in § .
i | Erpact
Statement,” d.mﬂ(Febnnry 1996).

Department of Defense, “Nuclear Posture Review,” in the Annual Defenge Report,
ISBN 0-16-048573-8 (1995).

Departniant of Ensrgy Office of Congressional. Public, and Intergevernmental Affairs
Openness Press Conference Fact Sheets, “Department of Energy Declassifies Location
and Forms of Weapons-Grads Plutonium aad Highly Eariched Uranium & y Excess
TaNational Security Needs™ (February 6, 1996).

President Bill Clinten, “US Nesproliftration and Expart Cantrol Policy,” Prasidential
Decirion Directive-13 (September 23, 1993).

Winsiow §. Brough, Dewey S. Ravensemo®, and Wendal Brown, “Seilcction of Pits for

Integrated Demonstration of ARIES,”™ Las Alamoe National Laboratory repore
CLYD6-0010 (1996).
Page 3 af4 Rev. 3
Aprll 24, 1888
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Teferences cont

LALP-@T.24

Frecencepival Documentation for the ARIES Facility
ARIES Source Term Fact Sheet

of Energy Offiex of Fistile Materiats Disposition, “Technical S v
Repert for Surphu Weapons-Usable Pluoniur Disposition,” DOE-MD-002, Rev. 0 (Tuly

17, 1996) Figares 5-1-5-7.
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STAN@ of A aarillo, Inc.

August .4, 1998
STAND COMMENT # 3
Surplus Plutonium Disposition Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(Draft SPDEIS)

Office of Fissile Materials Management
U.S. Department of Encrgy

1000 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, D.C. 20585

Dear Department of Energy, Office of Fissile Materials Management:
RE: Plutonium Pit Disassembly and Conversion and Beryllium~Clad Plutonjum Pits

On page 2-14 of the Draft SPDEIS is a “depiction” of & plutonium pit (Figure 2-6) that illustrates
a pit with a stainiess steef case. In the November, 1997 Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board
(DNFSB) Technical Report 18: Review of the Safety of Storing Plutonium Pits ar Pantex, thete
are frequent references to “berylium-clad” plutonium pits.

. Why are plutonium pits not depicted with beryllium cladding?

. In the Final SPD-EIS, DOE should define the differences in processes, waste streams,
and health hazards expected from processing beryllium-clad pits versus stainless-stecl-clad
pits.

4 Since beryllium clad pits are more susceptible to corrasion from chlorine and moisture,
what measures will be taken to insure these pits are intact upon arrivel at the PDCF?

Also on page 2-14, it states that gallium is “alloyed” with plutonium in pits and must be removed
if the PDCF product is plutonium powder for use in MOX fuel.

. Does the gallium have to be remaved if the PDCF product is plutonium powder for use in
the immobilization facility?

. ‘What other impurities that are listed on page 2 of the ARIES fact sheet are “alloyed” with
plutonium and are a concern for either disposition option?

These comments will be supplemented in the future,

Sincerely:

W S
Don Moniak
Program Director
STAND of Amarilfo, Ing.

IROAY A5B-2R22 7105 W. 34th Ave. Suite E - Amaritio, TX 79109 FAX (806) 355-3837

FD146

FD146-1 Alternatives

Section 2.4.1 was revised to include a discussion of beryllium as a potentip
impurity, as well as the reasons why beryllium processing would not be a
issue at the pit conversion facility. Figure 2.6 was revised to change th
term “stainless steel case” to “outer case”; it is not meant to portray all th
variations in pit design and construction. Irrespective of the cladding materia|
the process would be the same for dismantling and converting all pits. A
discussed in Section 2.4.1.2, the main criterion in determining how the pit|
would be dismantled depends on the presence of tritium, not beryllium
Because the beryllium is expected to remain in metal form at all times, th
health hazards are minimized. The beryllium would be present in large piec¢s
and cuttings created when the pit was bisected. These cuttings would be tpo
large to become airborne. There would be no grinding; thus, there would nft

be any pieces of beryllium small enough to become airborne. Because the
pieces and cuttings would be contaminated with trace levels of radioactivie
materials, they would primarily be disposed of as TRU waste and is includef
in the waste projections in this SPD EIS.

L° 22 ¢ p Iy Ww (D -~

11%

FD146-2 Plutonium Polishing and Aqueous Processing

Gallium and other impurities would not have to be removed if the plutonium
dioxide from the pit conversion facility were to be used in the immobilization
facility. Technically, the term “alloyed” refers to materials purposely added
to metals to cause a change in physical characteristics. From this point
view, the elements other than gallium in the referenced table are deem¢
impurities. The levels given in the table are maximums; actual levels ar
being established based on review of archival data and sampling and analy|
associated with ongoing R&D efforts. DOE has included plutonium
polishing as a component of the MOX facility to ensure adequate galliun
and impurity removal from the plutonium dioxide. Section 2.4.3 and the
hybrid alternatives analyses in Chapter 4 of Volume | were revised to includ
a discussion of plutonium polishing.

00 RISHILLIOD

te sjuswriy

i}

Section 2.4.1 was revised to acknowledge the presence of potenti
impurities in the pits to be dismantled.
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STAN of Amariiip, Inc.
September 15, 1998
STAND COMMENT # 4
Surplus Plutonfum Dispositien Draft Envir [ Impact S (Draft SPDEIS)

Re: Plutonium Pii Disassembly and Coaversicn Demonsiration Project

Office of Pissile Materials Management
U.S. Department of Energy

1000 Independence Avenue, SW
‘Washington, D.C. 20585

Dear Department of Energy, Office of Fissile Materials Management:

There ere conflicting objectives being reported for the plutonium pit disassembly and cenversion
demonstretion project. On the one hand, the demonstration projest research and development
contractors at Los Alamos Nationa! Laboratory deseribe the project as bemg essential for
designing the platonium pit disassembly and conversion facility (PDCF):

On Page 2 of the ARIES Fact Sheet, it states in referende to the Pilot Demonstration
Program at Los Alamos that, "detailed knowledge of the rate of throughput and the
physical and chernical nature of the pits are required 1o do detailed design work on an
ARIES facility "

At the MOX Industry Conference in Atlania on May 21, 1998, demonstration project
personnel stated that the data from the ARIES demonstration is “needed to support PDCF
design ™

On the other hand, DOE has characterized the demonstration project as more 0f 2 supplement o
the design work:

On Page 1-11 of the Dreft SPDEIS, DOE wrote that the demonstration project, "would
help “fine wne the operational parameters of the pit conversion facility,”

In the Plutontum Pit Disassembly and Conversion Environmental Assessment Pre-
Approval Review, DOE wrote that the resulting experience from the proposed
demanstration project would “be applied 10 expedite the design of the production
disassembly and conversion facility should it be decided to construct this facility in the
SPD EIS ROD.”

What is the exact purpose of the demonstration project? There does not seem 10 be 2 consistent
set of objectives being reported.

{606) 358-2622 7105 W, 34th Ave. Suits E - Amarillo, TX 78108

FAX (B06) 355-3837

FD302-1 Pit Demonstration EA

DOE believes that theit Disassembly and Conversion Demonstration EA
(DOE/EA-1207, August 1998) clearly sets forth the basic objectives of thig
demonstration, as follows: demonstrate the feasibility of the pit disassembl
and conversion processes; test various processes for the different parts
the pit disassembly and conversion process to optimize procedures ai
parameters and reduce dose to workers (as the number of pits to be dismant
would significantly increase); develop processes, procedures, and equipme]
for the disassembly of all types of surplus pits; and demonstrate that th
plutonium metal from pits of varying types can be consistently converted td
an oxide form that is suitable for use as feed for immobilization and MOX
fuel fabrication.

As the EA also reflects, the resulting experience from this demonstratior
would be used to supplement information developed to support the desig
of the full-scale conversion facility should DOE decide to construct that
facility. 1t was never DOE'’s intention that this demonstration would be the
only source of information relevant to the design work for a full-scale pit
conversion facility. DOE does not believe that the examples provided by
the commentor to support the position that there are conflicting objective
on this demonstration contradict DOE’s position on the use of information
from the demonstration, but simply use different but compatible words tg
describe that process.

o
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How can DOE propos to design and construet a facility before detailed information from the

ation project is available? One of the “Lessons Leamed” from plutenium pit storage was
that, “in order to obtain cost avoidance and remain on schedule, it is important 1o identify all
requirements prior to design.”™

At what point will DOE decide whether the technologies it is proposing 10 use are feasible at an
industrial scale?

DOE should determine what the requirernents are for the pit disassembly and conversion facility
before it endeavors to build the facility.

Sincerely:

Ll

Don Monisk
Program Director
STAND of Amasillo, Inc.

FD302-2 Pit Demonstration EA

DOE is not proposing to design and construct a full-scale pit conversio
facility before information from the pit disassembly and conversion
demonstration is available. Should DOE decide to build a full-scale pi
conversion facility, the tentative schedule reflects that construction woulg
begin sometime in 2001. Facility design, however, would take place during

=4

approximately 1999-2001. The demonstration would focus on equipment

design and process development. Because the demonstration could contir
for up to 4 years, information transfer conducive to fine-tuning of the
operational parameters of a pit conversion facility can be provided
continually throughout the facility design phase. Also, because the
information from the demonstration would be used to supplement othef
information developed to support the design of a full-scale pit conversion
facility, it would not be necessary for the demonstration to be completed

before beginning facility design and initial construction. These processes

can be carried on simultaneously. While DOE believes that a full-scale pit
conversion facility is feasible, it would not build such a facility until it has

ue

been determined that the proposed technologies and required capabilities

it is proposing are clearly shown to be feasible. The pit disassembly and

conversion demonstration will play a significant role in this process.
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STAN@ of Amarillo, Inc.

September 15, 1998

STAND COMMENT % 5
Surplus Flutonium Disp Draft Envir ! Impact St (Draft SPDEIS)
Re: Alternatives for Plutonium pit disassembly and conversion

Office of Fissile Materials Management
U.S. Department of Energy

1000 Independeace Avenuc, 3W
‘Washingtan, D.C, 20585

Dear Department of Energy, Office of Fissile Materials Management:

The Draft SPPEIS does not-contain; as required by NEPA, a discussion or analysis of the'
reasongble altematives that are available'to disassemble plutonium pits and convert plutanivm
metal ta a declassified form suitable for both long-term disposition and international inspections
and safeguards.

In related NEPA documents, DOT. has never evaluated the range of options available for
disassembling plutorium pits and converting the plutonium in the pits to meet storage and
dispasition objectives - Instead, DOE chose a plutenium pit disassembly snd conversion process
({ARTES) that was not onginally-designed o produce mraterials suitable for disposition
technologies; and which the MOX Industry considers a contreversial technology. By pursuing this
approach to plutenium pit disessembly and conversion, DOE has beenin violation of NEPA for
failing to conduct an analysis of the fill range of alternatives for demilitarizing plutonium pits and
converting plutonium to a fonu suitable for long-term storage and/or-disposition.

In the SPDEIS, DOE must:

L. Analyze the full range of techmological aptions ihat are available w0 disassemble plutonium
pits and convert plutonium metal 1o o declassifted forn suitable for borh long-term disposition
and international tnspections and safeguards.

2. Analyze the range of lechnical pptions that have been addressed in gther DOE and contractor
analyses. Inits Ieghgical Risk ‘Assessment {TRA)' for the PDCE, DOE comractors evaluated
three options for plutoniuny pit disassembly and conversion:

. The Bas¢line Option which would require processing of whole pits at the PDCF but not
pit parts and plutonium not associzted with pits; production of both metal and oxide by the
PDCF, and the only contaminants of concern {or MOX fuel that would be removaed is
gallivim:

. *Kidinger, Jolin, ARES Gorporation, Tohn Daiby and Desmond Stack, Log Alamos National Laboratory.
1997. Technical Risk Assessment for the Department of Energy Pit Disssembly and Conversion Facility Final
Report. September, 1997, LA-UR-97-2236.

(806} 3568-2622 7105W, 34th-Ave. Suite E - Amarillo, TX 79109 FAX (806) 355-3837

FD303

FD303-1

DOE determined that agueous processing was not a reasonable alternat
for pit conversion because current aqueous processes using existit]
facilities would produce significant amounts of waste, and aqueouq
processing would complicate international safeguard regimes. Dry
processing was analyzed in tBéorage and Disposition PEI&nd this
SPD EIS.

Alternatives

Processing pits and clean metal plutonium in the pit conversion facility ig
analyzed in this EIS. This analysis bounds all of the variations of starting
materials listed in the comment that could be processed in the pit conversid
facility. This statement is based on two facts. First, the amount of clear
metal that would be processed in the pit conversion facility is small
compared with the amount of material coming from pits. Second, DOE ig
not proposing to process pit parts or other plutonium not associated wit
pits in the pit conversion facility. These materials would be converted to an
oxide form in the conversion area of the immobilization facility. DOE is
not including the plutonium-polishing process (a small-scale aqueous
process) as part of the pit conversion facility; that process would be part g
the MOX facility. DOE would use only dry processes in the pit conversion
facility. For this reason, the thermal process for removing gallium may nof
be needed in the pit conversion facility (see revised Section 2.4.1.2
Section 2.4.3 was revised to include a description of the plutonium-polishing
process that would be used in the MOX facility. Plutonium dioxide is the
starting form for the disposition of surplus plutonium for either the
immobilization or MOX approach. This EIS analyzes the environmental
impacts of converting surplus pits into plutonium dioxide that can be used
in either the immobilization or MOX facility. No additional aqueous
processing would be necessary to prepare the plutonium dioxide
for immobilization.
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. The MOX Grade Oxide Option which would require processing of all plutonium pits and
plutonium not associated with pits; production of both metal and oxide; production of
plutonium oxide that will be of MOX fuel quality that will involve removing other
contamiznants such as americium-241; and processing to stabilize and recover materials
from classified internal parts. This option appears to most clasely resembiz the Design-
Only Conceptual Design Concept for the PDCF and the presemations made by LANL
personnel at the MOX industry conference in Atlanta,

. The Metal-Only Option in which only “nonproblem pits will be processed and the product
will be metal only, with no oxide produced.”

Both the MOX and Baseline Options, as well as the conversion process for the immaobilization
facility, involve the use of the HYDOX process, even though the Technical Risk Assessment
reportad, “significant disagreernent among technical persons as to whether HYDOX is required
and whether or not HYDOX is the preferred technique when producing plutonium oxide.” The
report further stated that, “many of the pits, perhaps as many as 80%, can bypass the
hydride/dehydride (conversion to metal) module as the plutonium metal can be mechanically
separated ftom the pits.”

3. Analyze the vavious oprions invoived with “agueous” processing, aiso known as reprocessing
and “chemical purification,” that DOE has repeatedly left open as an option to thermal processes,
At the May 20-21, 1998 MOX Industry Conference in Atlanta, considerable objections were
raised to the propased plutonium canversion processes by members of consortiums seeking to
design, construct, and cperate a MOX fuel febrication facility, DOE has repeatedly cited aqueous
processes as an option 10 produce MOX fuel feedstock if the proposed thermal processes are not
demonstrated to be feasible to meet this objective, At the Atlanta MOX conference, LANL
persannel identified “aquevus derived oxide” as another “near future” source of plutenium oxide.

More recently, DOE allowed conscrtiums bidding to construct and operate a MOX fuel
fabrication facility 10 add a “platonium polishing facility.” A plutonium polishing facility would be
added to the MOX fitel plant and where plutonium metal or oxide produced ar the PDCF “can be
dissolved. .in nitne acid with the minimal uszge of hydroflroris acid, and its complexing agent,
aluminum nifrate.””

In the Draft SPDEIS, DOE analyzed aqueaus processing only as a “contingency,” This is an
insufficient enalysis, 25 DOE clearly considers the “polishing™ process to be a reasonable, and
even likely alternative. By identifying liquid acid plutonium pit processing only as a contingency,
DOE salso skewad the analysis in favor of the MOX option,

? Draft Data Report for Generic Site Add-On Faciliry for Plutonium Polishing, 1998, Oak
Ridge National Labaretory
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4. Identify and unalyze the range of alternatives for a final product from plutonium pit
disassembly and conversion.

DOE should identify and analyze the different requirements--in terms of activities, hazards,
impacts, and risks--between the various plutonium end-products that could result from plutonium|
pit disassembly and conversion. For example, the alternative of gallium removal is not discussed
in the context of immobilization. The various end products DOE should analyze include:

. plutonitim oxide suitable for use in Mixed Oxide (MOX) fuel,

. plutonivm oxide suitable for use in the Ceramification Can-In-Canister variant of 1
immobilization;

. plutonjum oxide suitable for both storage and disposition;

- plutenium metal and/or oxide suitable for storage;

. plutonium metal suitable for storage while awaiting conversion for disposition.

Specifically, DOE must identify whether dry pluteaium conversion processes being proposed for
the immobilization facility will produce a suitable product for the immaobilization techrology, or
whether aquecous processing is also necessary for immobilization,

Sincerely:

M -
Don Moniak

Program Director
STAND of Amarillo, Inc.
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September 15, 1993

STAND COMMENT # 6
Surplus Pl Disposition Draft Envii 2 Impact §1
Re: Use All Available Information

(Draft SPDEIS)

Office of Fissile Materials Managemert
U.S. Department of Energy

1000 Independence Avene, SW
Washington, D.C. 20585

Dear Depantment of Energy, Office of Fissile Materials Management.

FD304-1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s remarks concerning the completenegs

o

of this SPD EIS, public information, technical uncertainties, and change
since the January 1997 ROD on 8terage and Disposition PEISOOE

has prepared this SPD EIS in accordance with the provisions of NEPA
(42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and the related CEQ and DOE implementatid
regulations (40 CFR 1500 through 1508 and 10 CFR 1021, respectively).
It is intended as a source of environmental information for the DOE
decisionmakers and the public. The primary objective of this EIS is 3
comprehensive description of proposed surplus plutonium disposition
actions and alternatives and their potential environmental impacts. As wit
any EIS, technical information is included to the extent that it is required td

-
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DOE maust incorporate all available information about platenium disassembly and conversion
processes into its NEPA process and documents. The public should be fully informed asto whatis understand those actions and impacts. Plutonium-processing technologips
actually being praposed, the actual range of impacts and risks from proposed activities, and the . ! ) X e
technical uncertainties involved with the proposed plutoniun processing techrologies. Since the 1 proposed by DOE are discussed in Sections 2.4.12 and 2.4.3.2. Dispositipn
January 1997 decision on the Storage and Disposition PELS, DOE has made considerable changes hegs . . . . .. .
tl:::‘urz not reflected in the Record of Decision, and is obligated o use this opportunity to address facilities analyzed in this EIS are consistent with the decision made in thg
:tzs“gtci::’mges and provide to the public a clear picture of its proposed actions and ongoing Storage and DiSpOSitiOﬂ PEIBOD as amended.
DOE is already implementing a procurement process for the design, construction, and possible . . .
opem:?on afa ﬁ;!l E:f:ale plutonium pit disassembly facility. DOE already has aceepted bids for the FD304-2 Pit Disassem bly and Conversion
Architecture and Engineering services for designing the facility.  Procurement solicitations ars not e . . . .
pursued casually due to the Figh costs to industry to compile bid packages, The information DOE has accepted qualification bids only for the design of the facility ang
pertaining to procurement must be of high quality to avoid lengthy and costly litigation, ag rees that information pertaining to procurement must be Of hlgh qual |ty i
Howevar, for all patts of the plutoniam dispasition prograrm, the infoniztion pertzining to Qualification bids are relatively inexpensive to prepare. Neither of the twd Q
procurement is often very different from the information presented in DOE's NEPA documents. . ) X X Qo
Two documents related o the procurement process that arc uncited and not referenced in the documents cited by the commentor was used in preparin@ithe |3
PDCD-EA, yet provide considerably more accurate and comprehensive information are: Disassembly and Conversion Demonstration @OE/EA 1207 3
- ' 3
Los Alumos National Laborstory and Fhuar Dauiel, Joc. 1957, DesignOnly Conceptual 2 August 1998). The information presented in those two documents is n¢t&=
Design Repori for the Pit Disussembly and Conversion Factlity. Project Nu, 99-D-141 o ) ! L.
Prepared for the DOE Office of Fissile Matetials Disposition. December 12, 1997. (PDCF SpeC|f|C to the demonstration as it would be set up within TA-55 at LANL. g
Design Report} Whi " . .
ile those documents contain information beyond the scope of this EA,Q
<
The general design diagrams of the PDCF (Figures 2-7'10 2-9, Pages 2-16 to 2-18) reported in the H : H H
Draft SPDEIS are considerably different than the design diagrams in the Design Report. DOE the information may be O_f interest to the pUbIIC' The.r_efore,_ both do.cument%
should explain shese differences in the SPDEIS were referenced in the final EA as sources of additional information. 3
»
. Kidinges, John; ARES Corporation, John Darby and Desmond Stack, Los Alamos . . X X .
National Laboratory. 1597 Technical Risk Assessment for the Department of Energy it There are differences in the design diagrams because this SPD EIS presdris
Disassembly and Convetsion Facility Final Report, September, 1997 LA-UR-97-2236. . . . . Q.
a more conservative view than the Design-Only Conceptual Design Repontm
which was a preliminary effort, to establish a bounding condition for analysig
(806} 358-2622 71Us-W. 34th Ave. Suite E - Amarilie, TX 79109 FAX (80€) 255-3837 of environmental impact_
FD304
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FD304-3 Pit Disassembly and Conversion o
Technical risk assessments are important in that they enable the decisionmal gr
The TRA exemplifies of how DOE technical documents drafted for internal distriburion are to make ar! informed decision. Th_e TRA adt_jresses_ _teChnlpaI:_ cost, an%.
generally coherent, clear, convise, and comprehensive. In contrast, documents written for public schedule risks of the proposed pit conversion facility. Findings and 3
distribution--such as the SPDEIS—are generally incohersnt, confusing, vague, redundant, and recommendations presented in the TRA have been taken into consideratigiy
incomplete. . R . . . =.
3 in developing the proposed pit disassembly and conversion process, apg
*  DOE must incorporate the findings of the Tochniczl Risk Assessment into the Final F1S, research is ongoing to minimize the risk factors that have been identified. |3
and could include it as a separate appendix. %._ i
»  DOE should incorpotate the recommendations of the TRA into the final SPDEIS and This SPD EIS characterizes the bounding environmental impacts of the p S
discuss to what extent the findings in the TRA were incorporated into the Draft SPDEIS. disassembly and conversion operations. Insofar as the technical risisn
The TRA provides additional support for removing Pantex 25 a plutonium processing candidate expressed in the TRA affect these environmental impacts, they are reflecte @
site. The strongest recommendation made by the TRA. (Page 69) is that, "it is recommended thet in this EIS. m
the site selection process for the PDCF strongly consider the existing site capabilities and =)
experience in those areas. It is not evident that DOE has considered the capabilities and . =
experience of the candidate sites during the SPDEIS process. FD304-4 Alternatives §
The TRA team (Page 74) reached the same conclusions as the general public, thas “the Section 2.3.1 of the SPD Draft EIS explained that a range of 23 reasonab §
site-selection process for the PDCF now in progress includes a very limited evsluarion of : : : . ; :
anrbutes." Yei, DOE forged its evaluation to fit the desired decision, rather than £n operly alt.ern.atlves remained after evaluating over 64 opuons ag.amst.three screeni g
and honestly evaluate reasanable and realistic crireria that would guide a decision for the public criteria: worker and public exposure to radiation, proliferation concerns|=
Beod. due to transportation of materials, and infrastructure cost. These 2 B3
Tn general, the TRA's lowest risk rankings correspend 1o those pracesses that DOE has identified | 4 reasonable alternatives were evaluated in the SPD Draft EIS. After the Dr
f’;e;‘“%‘;‘f“‘?:‘ “;]‘:g‘." "‘;:i‘;a‘“g"e" tisk rankings correspond 10 processes that DOE has not was issued, DOE eliminated as unreasonable the 8 alternatives that wo I&
1 1112d a8 site S on . . . g .
involve use of portions of Building 221-F with a new annex at SRS for|g
. IT)JSET‘R%M‘%;S! ﬁ:}f rank:'lng wdﬂs assignedt: ;hc"sﬁ-lfeg:{afds and Secutity System," yet plutonium conversion and immobilization, thereby reducing the number off ©
i3 Jgend saleguards and secunfy as ey evaluation cntena. . . .
8 8 ¥ y reasonable alternatives to the 15 that are analyzed in the SPD Final El SSD
*+  Pit shipments were not identified by the TRA s a critical risk, whercas plutonium product DOE has analyzed each environmental resource area in a consistent manfigr
shipping made the citical risk fist. DOE reversed this risk ranking in the Draft SPDEIS, . . .
across all the alternatives to allow for a fair comparison among the
ﬁa‘]iliatiznfmmori:}a‘sa;;:c%:tdmw, relativglymimr pr;jvsrahms:t Pa:.m' al;sfl_ismd ;sa alternatives and among the candidate sites for the proposed surplys
igh 5 int . ati ident potential is listed as high risk fact . . -
e e DO Gty B, ant chemial ourfeston plutonium disposition facilities. The results of these analyses, presentefl
. in Chapter 4 of Volume | and summarized in Section 2.18, demonstrate that
Sincercly: the activities would not have major impacts on any of the candidate sites
Don Moniak While the findings of the TRA were considered as discussed in responsg
Program Director . . . .
STAND of Amarilo, Inc. FD304-3, other siting considerations were also used as discussed aboye.
Where there are differences between the findings in the TRA and the data
used in this EIS, efforts have been made to use the latest data.
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As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for the pit conversign
facility because the site has extensive experience with plutonium processing
and the pit conversion facility complements existing missions and takeg
advantage of existing infrastructure. In determining its preference, DOE alsp
considered the transportation requirements for each alternative. All the
candidate sites were considered to have adequate safeguards and secyri
systems in place, as well as the capability to perform the necessary radiatipn
monitoring and dosimetry. Potential accidents for the three proposed surplyis
plutonium disposition facilities at all of the DOE candidate sites are analyzegl
in Chapter 4 of Volume | and Appendix K. Decisions on the surplus plutonium
disposition program at Pantex will be based on environmental analyse
technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EIS ROD.

UJ
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gT‘A[N]@ of Amarille, Inc.
September 15, 1998
STAND COMMENT # 7
Surplus Ph iim Disposition Draft Envir { fmpact S (Draft SPDEIS)

Re: Analyzing Significant Impacts

Office of Fissile Materials Management
U.S. Depariment of Energy

1000 Independence Avenue, SW
Washingtan, D.C. 20385

Dear Department of Energy, Office of Fissile Materials Management:

There will be significant direct and cumulative effects of the preferred alternatives in the Draft
SPDEIS that have not been properly analyzed in by DOE.

A. The most significant direct effects of the proposed action will be air emissions of radicactive
and nonradioactive materials,

According to the Drafl SPDEIS, toutine releases ofintium at the it disassembly and conversion
facility (PDCF) during normal operations are expected to be as high as 1100 curies per year.

For Pantex, this would constitute a sigrificant impact. During eurrent missions and operations, a
similar impact would only oceur only in the event of an accident, The proposed allowable and
routine tritiom releases would be more than 10,000 times higher than the releases from routine
operations at Pantex today.

DOE also failed to report known sources of air poliution that-will result from the proposed action.
Meost importantly, DOE. neglected to identify end address beryllium air emissions, The PDCF
Design-Only Conceptual Design Report states that, “the National Emissions Standards for
Hazardous Air pollutants (NESHAP’s) are applicable to the PDCE, specifically regnlating
emissions from beryllium and eadionuclides to the ambient air” and that “an application for
approval of construction or modification of an existing source is mandatory for the owner or
operator of & berylllum or radionuclide operations.” Clearly, the design documents identify the
POCF s & borylliom operation.

In its 1994 Environmental Checklist for ARTES, LANL wrote that, “Beryllivm is handled in the
PDCF as relatively large pieces. The pit cutting operaticns will make beryilium chips and wmings,
but these are relatively large particles not easily entrammed.” However, the ARIES EC also
contained the statemeny that, “the expected emissions are within the quantity allowed under the
curent beryllinm permit for TA-55-4.”"

U.S. DOE 1994, Memorandum fiom M. Diana Webb, NEPA Compliance Officer ta Jeff
Robbins, NEPA Compliance Officer. Re: DOE Environmental Checklist.

Page 1 of 2

{806) 3582522 7105 W, 341 Ave, Sulto E - Amasille, TX 79108 FAX |A06) 355-3637
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FD305-1 Human Health Risk

The bounding alternative would be locating the pit conversion and MOX
facilities at Pantex (see Alternative 9). About 0.000104 Cifyr of plutonium
and americium and 1,100 Ci/yr of tritium, total, would be released to the
atmosphere from these facilities. In 1996, the airborne releases from Pant¢
operations were 1.6x20Ci of thorium 232, 0.000146 Ci of uranium 238, and
0.103 Ci of tritium (996 Environmental Report for Pantex Plant
DOE/AL/65030-9704, May 1997). While the commentor is correct in stating
that plutonium processing would result in radiation releases greater thaj
those from current operations, including a tritium release 10,000 times greatq
the doses and resulting adverse health effects associated with the increa
releases would be very small. The dose to the MEI from these facilities woul

ef wniuoinjd sny
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be increased by 0.068 mrem/yr, and the dose to the population living withips.
80 km (50 mi) of Pantex in 2010 would be increased by 0.59 person-rem/y S
For 10 years of normal operation, the increased risk of an LCF to the ME §
would be 3.4x10, and the increased number of LCFs to the 80-km (50-mi) g,
population would be 0.003. =

3
FD305-2 Air Quality and Noise §
The 1994 analysis performed by LANL referred to the possibility of airborne a
releases of beryllium, a hazardous air pollutant, from pit disassembly angi&
conversion. Subsequent analysis from LANL indicates that there would not‘éD
be any airborne releases of berylliuRit (Disassembly and Conversion |2

Facility, Environmental Impact Statement Data Report—Pantex Plant
LA-UR-97-2909, June 1998). Because the beryllium is expected to remain i
metal form at all times, the health hazards are minimized. The beryllium woul
be present in large pieces and cuttings created when the pit was bisected.
These cuttings would be too large to become airborne. There would be no
grinding; thus, there would not be any pieces of beryllium small enough tq
become airborne. Because the pieces and cuttings would be contaminat
with trace levels of radioactive materials, they would primarily be disposed of
as TRU waste and is included in the waste projections in this SPD EIS.

9%
o

—

Section 2.4.1.1 was revised to discuss beryllium and its presence in the pi
conversion facility.
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C. The mast significant cumulative cffect js the introduction of plutonium processing missions to
& DOE site that has never conducted these missions. In the Stockpile Stewardship and
Management PEIS (1996), DOE reported that, “plutcnium wauld not be introduced into a site
that docs not currently have a plutonium infrastructure because of the high cost of new plutonium
facilities and the complexity of introducing eperations into sites without current plutenium
capabilities.”

DOE identifies Pantex in numerous documents, inciuding the Draft SPDEIS, as nat having
existing plutonium processing capabilities. DOE must analyre the high cost and complexity of
introducing plutonizm operations to Pantex, including, but not limited 1o developing the
infrastructure required to a successful implementation of this mission—that adequately protects
workers, the community, and the environment.

In addition, DOE must anelyze the long-term cumulative effects of building new Categery 1
nuctear facilities. These facilities will, in all likelihood, be used for subseguent plutonium
missions, 8a the analyses for building and operating new plutonium facilities must 1ake into
accobnt the probability of subsequent missions, including the environmental remediation that wilf
follow.

Sincerely:

et

J/—
Don Monisk
Program Director
STAND of Amatillo, Inc.

PageZlof Z

FD305-3 Alternatives

The Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Stockpile
Stewardship and ManageméBEM PEIS) (DOE/EIS-0236, September 1996)

states that the pit fabrication mission would not be introduced into a site th
does not have an existing plutonium infrastructure because of the high ¢
of new plutonium facilities and the complexity of introducing plutonium
operations into sites without current plutonium capabilities. The SSM PEI
states further that an important element of the site selection strategy is fo
maximize the use of existing infrastructure and facilities as the nuclear weapons
complex becomes smaller and more efficient in tHe2ftury; thus, no new
facilities were to be built to accommodate stockpile management missions.
Accordingly, DOE considered as reasonable only those sites with existin
infrastructure capable of supporting a pit fabrication mission. Although
Pantex has the infrastructure to carry out its current weapons assembly ahd
disassembly mission and nonintrusive pit reuse program, it was n
considered a viable alternative for the pit fabrication mission because it di
not possess sufficient capability and infrastructure to meet the SSM PEI
siting assumption stated above. Among the operations that were considergpd
in developing siting alternatives for pit fabrication in the SSM PEIS were
plutonium foundry and mechanical processes, including casting, shapin
machining, and bonding; a plutonium-processing capability for extractin
and purifying plutonium to a reusable form either from pits or residues; an
assembly operations involving seal welding and postassembly processin

When comparing the site selection strategy for pit disassembly and convers
with that used for the pit fabrication mission, the siting criteria in the SSM PEI
have little or no bearing on siting criteria used in this SPD EIS. Pit disassemb
and conversion do not require the foundry and mechanical process
discussed in the SSM PEIS and can be accomplished in a stand-alone faci
Also, the SSM PEIS siting assumptions include a requirement to use existir]
facilities, whereas, the pit conversion facility would be a new structure nd
matter where it is located.

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EI{
contains environmental impact data and does not address the costs associg
with the various alternatives. A separate cost repost Analysis in Support
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of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium Disposition
(DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the site-specific cost estimate

for each alternative, was made available around the same time as tfj

SPD Draft EIS. This report and tRitonium Disposition Life-Cycle Costs
and Cost-Related Comment Resolution DocuniP@E/MD-0013,
November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses associatdg
with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site at]
http://mww.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS and Washington, D.C.

D&D is discussed in Section 4.31. DOE will evaluate options for D&D or
reuse of the proposed facilities at the end of the surplus plutonium
disposition program. At that time, DOE will perform engineering
evaluations, environmental studies, and further NEPA review to assess tl
consequences of different courses of action, including projected wast|
generation quantities.
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Re: Insuflicient Anglysis of Graundwater Impacts

Office of Fissile Materials Management
U.S. Departmert of Ensigy

1000 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, D.C, 20585

Dear Department of Bnergy, Office of Fissile Matedals Managerment.

DOE must conduct a full analysis to address increased tritium contamination in regional
groundwater resources at all candidate sites. STAND's primary concern is the Ogallala aquifer—-
regionally eritical 1o both urban and rural areas—and other groundwater rescurces at Pantex.
Because tritium concentrations in groundwater throughout the U.S. physically reflects historical
DOE activities, DOE has much expenence to reference. DOE must use this expenence and
report effects of tritium releases of past activities and, at a minimurn, clearly identify pathways for
tritium through the environment

In the Deaft SPDEIS DOE wrote that, "the Storage and Dispasition PEIS concluded that the
Tacility would not have any impact on groundwater quality. There are no new data available to
indicate that this conclusion should be revisited.” Indeed, significant new data are available to the
public and this conclusion is absolutely inaceurste, Most significant is the operation of'a Special
Recovery line in the PDCF which would result in airbome emissions of [,100 curies per year of
gaseous tritium. Thess emissions represent a 10,000 fold increase over existing levels at Pantex

Tor a PDCF, DOE has indicated that, "the most severe conscquences of a design basis
accident...would be associated with a tritium release." (Page 4-89). The tririum release would
involve "a major glovebox fire is assamed to heat multipte paris cortanminated with up to 20
grams of tritium and convert it all to tritiated water vapor....resulting in & release of 20 grams
through the siack to the atmosphere." This accident would release nearly 200,000 curies of tritium
to the atmosphere, The risk of this accident ocowrring ranges from 1 in 10,000 o 1 ia 1,000,000.
The wide range of this risk estimate indicates grear uncertainty in DOE's estimates.

When DOE was rationalizing plutonium pit sterege at Pantex, it tonducied a study evaluating the
risks of contaminating the Ogallala aquifer with plutonivm. This same appronch is necessary for
the design basis accident for the PDCF.

Sincerely:
Don Moniak

Program Director
STAND of Amarillo, Inc

(806) 358-2622 7105 W. 34th Ave, Suite E - Amariio, TX 79103 FAX (808) 355-3837

FD306

Pace 1oF 1
FD306-1 Human Health Risk
DOE acknowledges that the estimated gaseous tritium release qf
STAND o Amarilo. e 1,100 Ci_/yr from the pit conve_rs_ion facility would result in a tritium release
T 10,000 times greater than existing levels at Pantex. However, these releages
Scptember IS, 1998 to the air would have no impact on groundwater quality during norma
. STAND COMMENT# 3 operations. The doses and resulting adverse health effects (via the inhalation
Surplus Ph Disp v Drafr Envir | Impact St (Deaft SPDEIS)

and ingestion pathways) associated with this increased release would pe
very small. The dose to the MEI would be increased by 0.062 mrem/yr, and
the dose to the population living within 80 km (50 mi) of Pantex in 2010 would
be increased by 0.58 person-rem/yr. For 10 years of normal operation, the
increased risk of an LCF to the MEI would be 3.1%34hd the increased
number of LCFs to the 80-km (50-mi) population would be 0.0029.

FD306-2 Facility Accidents

The assessment of consequences of the accidental tritium release is consisfent
with the methodology used in thmal Programmatic Environmental Impact

Statement for Tritium Supply and Recyc{DQE/EIS-0161, October 1995).

Unlike plutonium, oxidized tritium (i.e., water vapor) does not significantly
deposit on the ground for subsequent percolation into the local groundwatgr
except in cases of rain or dew. Pantex has a relatively arid climate, so the
chance of these weather conditions at the time of an accident is slight.

Moreover, even ifit were to happen, Section 4.6.1.2 ¢itis Environmental

Impact Statement for the Continued Operation of the Pantex Rtaht
Associated Storage of Nuclear Weapon Componentg
(DOE/EIS-0225, November 1996) indicates that actual movement o
contaminated groundwater off the site would require about 10 to 20 year
and may take as long as 50 or more years to move a contaminant plume off {
site using the most current test data. The half-life of tritium is 12 years
therefore, the actual quantity of any hypothetical contamination would be
reduced by a factor of roughly 2 to 16 by the time it moved off the site
Because of these considerations, health consequences as a result
contamination of the Ogallala aquifer were not considered to be characteris
of a tritium release accident. Appendix K.1.4.2 was revised to include

discussion of the treatment of groundwater accidentally contaminate
by tritium.

o
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STAN@ of Amarillo, inc.
September 28, 1998
STAND COMMENT # 09
Surplus Piutorium Disposition Draft Envirg ! Impact Si (Dratt SPDEIS)

Re: Insuificient Analysis of Visnal Impacts of New Plutoaium Fucilities

Office of Fissile Materizls Management
U.S. Department of Encrgy

1000 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, D.C. 20535

Dear Department of Energy, Office of Fissile Materials Management:

The Draft SPDEIS contains an insufficient and inconsistent-analysis of the visual impacts of
locating new plutonium facilities at Paniex, STAND belicves that constructing and operating
plutonium disposition facility or facilities in Zone 4 at Pantex would canstitute an obvious,
dramatic landscepe change and thus have a negative impact on the visual quality of the area.

The Department of Energy must conduct a ngorous analysis--applying consistent methodology 1
and criteris-=of the effects on visual quality from new plutenium facilities at Pantex. The enalysis
must include an assessment of the effects on surtounding private property values crested by major
landscape changes. DOE must conduct an enalysis of the changes in visual quality from
constructing and operating plutonium facilities in Zone 4 at Pantex. A simple comparison of
existing conditions in Zone 4 versus proposed conditions in Zone 4 shows a obvious change in the

visuel character.
Zone 4 Existing Zone 4 Proposed
No smokestack 115-foot high smokestack at PDCF
No manufacturing or processing facilities Two storied plutonium processing facilities
Storage facilities 1416 feet high Storage facilitics would remain

Figure 1: Acrial View of Zone 4

Stornge Area at Pantex. i ;
{Credit: Robert Del Tredici} Figure 2: Aerigd
View of Industrial Area s{ INEEL
{Credit: INEEL)
ianm nea Asnn TINRW dh A Quita F - Amarilia TX 79108 FAX (BD8) 955-3637

FD334

FD334-1 Land Use and Visual Resources

On the basis of public comment and to correct inaccuracies, the Land Ug
and Visual Resources sections of Chapter 4 of Volume | for all the candidat
sites were reviewed and revised, as appropriate, to ensure consistency
the analyses of the candidate sites. Specifically, Section 4.26.3.5.2 was revis|
to clarify that the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities would be
the tallest and largest facilities in Zone 4 and would be visible from
U.S. Route 60.

o4 snidins
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As a point of clarification, the “smokestack” referenced in connection with
pit conversion facility is not intended to discharge smoke under normal
operating conditions. It would be used to transport air from the building tg
the outside via the building’s ventilation system. The expected emission
from this stack are characterized in Appendixes G and J.
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STAND Comment #3, Page Z of 3

In the Draft SPDE!S, DOE neglected to consider the unique nature of the Pantex area. On clear
high-pressure days, tall smokestacks are visible more than 15 miles away on the Southern High
Plains. The Anmrillo skyline is visible from Pantex--17 miles away.

In Section 4.26 of the Draft SPDEIS--"additional environmental resource analyses~visual
resources &re discussed but not analyzed. For all “additional resources” DOE concluded

(page 4-1) thar there would be "minimal or no impasts at the candidate sites regardless of the
disposition alternative being considersd.” The environmental consequences were derived by,
“comparing facility characterisrics and requirements from Chapter 2 end Appendix E with affected,
environmental information from Chapter 3.

The environmental information in Chapter 3 is inaccurate in terms of the Pantex visual resources
assessment. Zooe 4 at Pantex is not visible from U.S. Highway 60. The enviranmental
inforntation also does not present an accurate portrayal of the existing conditions in Zone 4.

As a result, for each candidate site DOE erronecusly wrote (Section 4.26) that new facilities
"would remain consistent with the industrialized character of the landscapa and the current Visual
Resource Management.. desigmation.” The impacts on visual resources are inaccurately presented
a5 equal despits wide variation in topographical features, distance from proposed facilities to site
boundary and private propery, existing character of the proposed facility iocarions, and
vegetation cover,

DOE did not conduct a consistent analysis for Pentex. Instead, it used very different criteria for
assessing Pantex as compered to other sites, and then presented the impacts as equal.

The following issucs should be addressed and DOE should admit that there are clear distinctions
between the four sites.

1. Pantex was analyzed for existing overall site conditions, not specific areas where proposed
facilities would be located. DOE wrote (Page 4-328) that, "in height and size, the propesed
facilities would be similsr to buildings in other indussrialized areas of the site.” This is an
inpccurate statement, a8 there are no facilities with smokestacks st Pantex, no Category I nuclear
facilities, and na manufacturing buildings in Zone 4.

In contrast, DOE wrote thet, “'in height and size, the proposed facilities would be similar to
existing buildings™ in the specific areas, such zs 400 af Hanford, INTEC at INEEL. and F-Area at
SRS. These specific areas aro already characterized by heavy industrialization where smokestacks
are the highest and mepst dominant visual feature.

2. DOE described the tallest structures at Pantex as water towers, wher¢as the tallest structures
at Hanford, INEEL, and SRS were described as smokestacks generally over 200 foet high. These
features corrogpond o the existing heavy industrial character of the proposed lacations at other
sites, By contrast, the Zone 12 industrial arez at Paniéx i barely visible from the north end of the
Pantex plant, and even the Zone 4 bunkers are not readily noticeable. A 115 foot smokestack

FD334-2 Land Use and Visual Resources

To correct an inaccurate visual description of Zone 4, Section 3.4.10.2.2 w3s
revised to state that the existing facilities in Zone 4 are not visible from th¢
intersection of U.S. Route 60 and Texas FM 2373. Section 4.26.3.5.2 wgs
revised to clarify that new structures and the stack associated with th
proposed pit conversion facility would be visible from parts of U.S. Route 60

D

FD334-3 Land Use and Visual Resources

Existing tall structures at Pantex include the 60-m (197-ft) meteorological
tower located in the northeast portion of the site and the new water tower
with a height of 44 m (145 ft) in Zone 11. Other tall structures are associated
with the twin stacks of the steam plant with a height of 20 m (65 ft). Therd
are currently no tall structures in Zone 4.

FD334-4 Land Use and Visual Resources

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s conclusion that the descriptions
Hanford, INEEL, and SRS suggest existing heavy industrial character g
those sites and the general lack of such features at Pantex, especially|
regard to the addition of a 35 m (115 ft) smokestack, that would be readil
visible and interrupt the current light industrial and agricultural landscape
As discussed in response FD334-1, Section 4.26.3.5.2 was revised to clar
that the proposed facilities would be the tallest and largest facilities in Zone 4
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STAND Comment #9, Page 3 of 3

would be very noticeable and would internapt what is essentiaily a mixed landscape of very light
industzial {Zone 4 storage) and agricultural,

3. By neglecting to consider the differances in vegetative cover and topography fos the faur sites,
DOE amived at the amusing conclusion that while impacts at SRS would be minimal because
facilities would be invisible, highly visible facilities at Pantex wonild have no impact on visual
quality. 4

For the SRS analysis, DOF wrote that “facililics are gencrally not visible off the site becanse the
views are limited by rolling terrain and heavy vegetation.” At the other three sites, the views &re
not limited by vegetation, as they are all in open grassland or shrub-steppe environments.
Distance and topography is a limiting factor at Hanfurd, as the 200 Area "cannot be seen from
Columbia River or State Route 240.* (Page 3-43, 3-44).

The contrast herween thess sites and Pantex is obvious. The distance from the proposed facilities
to the private property boundary at Pantex would only be 1.1 miles and uninterrupted by
topography or vegetative cover. DOE cannot legitimately claim that a 115 foet tall smokestack 5
(such as that required for « PDCF) wauld not have a negative impact on the aesthetic values of
the area and thus a negative impact op adjacent private property values

Sincerely:

M.}‘
Don Moniak

Program Director
STAND of Amarillo, Inc.

FD334-5

For the purpose of determining the radiation dose to the public and th
onsite workers from normal operations, the stack associated with th
proposed pit conversion facility was estimated to be 35 m (115 ft) high, in
fact, the exact height of the stack would be determined during the design ar
permitting process and may be less than 35 m (115 ft). While a stack with
height of 35 m (115 ft) would be taller than existing facilities in Zone 4, it

would not be the tallest structure at Pantex (as discussed in respon
FD334-3) or within the immediate viewshed of Pantex. There are many grai
elevators in the area that are larger than the proposed stack in terms of wig
and depth and are as tall or taller in terms of height. Because the land arou
Pantex is largely agricultural, its value should not be impacted by the industrid
nature of Pantex but by the perceived quality of the surrounding land iy
terms such as crop yield factors. As discussed in Section 3.4.10.1.1, becay
of the presence of the airport and other industry around Pantex, Amarillo’s
comprehensive land-use plan encourages compatible use rather th
residential use for the area surrounding the plant so its impact on properf
values is limited.

Land Use and Visual Resources
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STAN@ of Amarilio, Inc.
September 28, 1998
STAND COMMENT #10
Surplus Plutonium Disposition Draft Envi 1 Impact St (Draft SPDEIS)

Re: Plutonium Pit Composition and RCRA

Office of Fissile Materials Manggement
U.S. Depantment of Foergy

1000 Independence Avenue, SW
Washmgton, D.C. 20583

Desr Depantment of Energy, Office of Fissile Materials Management:

On page 2-10 of the Draft SPDEIS, DOE defined "clean metal” 85 “pure plutonium metal
generally with less than 100 parts per million of any given impurity... The anfy major chermical
impurities are gellium and radiosctive decay products such as americium, aeptunum, or uranium.
Examples of pure metal items include:, finished machined weapon components." However,
according to the ARIES Fact Sheet (Sec STAND Comument #2), up to 22 impurities in addition
to gallium, icil ptunium, and jum may be found in plutonium pits:
Element Maximum Concentration
Alurminum not provided
Beryllium 1 parts per million (pprm)
Boron 50 ppm
Carbon 200 ppm
Cadmium 10 ppm
Calcium 500 ppm
Chromiom 100 ppm 1
Copper 100 ppm
Erbium not provided
Iron <400 ppm
Magnesium 500 ppm
Manganese 100 ppm
Lead 100 ppm
Nickef <400 ppm.
Tin 100 ppm
Tartalumn 100 ppm
‘Thorium 100 ppm
Titanium 100 ppm
Tungsten 200 ppm
Vanadium not provided
Zing 100 ppm
Tritium 10 mCivkg
Page Lof 2
{806) 358-2822 7105 W.34th Ave. Suite E Amarilio, TX 79109 FAX (808) 355-3837

FD335

FD335-1 Pit Disassembly and Conversion

None of the plutonium from the pits is considered impure metal. Any impuritieg
that would prevent the plutonium dioxide from meeting MOX fuel specifications
would be removed at the MOX facility. Section 2.4.1 was revised to
acknowledge the presence of potential impurities in the pits to be dismantle
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STAND Comment #10, Page 2 of 2

According to DOE’s own information, sevsral impurities may exist at levels above 100 parts per
million in plutonium pits. [z there some pit plutonium that can be classified as “impure” metal?
Why are these other materials not gonsidered major impurities?

To what level do these impurities have to be removed during plutoniun pit conversion? What
differences exigt between impuritiss reduction for MOX versus immobitization?

Several of these impurities are <lassified ay hazardous metals under RCRA (Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act). Will waste contamsnated with hazardous metals be subject 1o
RCPRA regulations?

If not, how is DOE planing to process impure plutonium that contains hazardous metals such as
lead, beryllium, cadmium, and chromium witheut having the resulting wistes be part of a mixed
TRU waste or MLLW stream? For example, on Page H-38 of the Draft SPDEIS, DOE wrotc
that “lean-lined gloves are likely to be mansged as mixed TRE waste.” Yet, DOE does not
idantify the hezardous metals within plutonivm pits at any point in the Dreft SPDELS as being part
of the processing waste stream.

This is notable because on Page H-39 DOE does cite one impurity--tritium--&s being part of the
LLW stream. Yet, DOE does not provide information on how other pit impurities are categorized
within the waste siresms,

In the final SPDEIS, DOE must discuss and znalyze the pit impurities in the wuste stream.

Sincerely'

B

Don Moniak
Program Director
STAND of Amarillo, Inc.

FD335-2 Pit Disassembly and Conversion

Gallium and other impurities would not have to be removed if the plutonium
dioxide from the pit conversion facility were going to be used in the
immobilization facility. For MOX fuel fabrication, the degree of removal
of impurities would depend on the MOX fuel specification. The pit
conversion facility is no longer being analyzed as a possible location fo
the plutonium-polishing process. DOE has included plutonium polishing
as a component of the MOX facility to ensure adequate gallium and impurity
removal from the plutonium dioxide. Section 2.4.3 and the hybrid
alternatives analyses in Chapter 4 of Volume | were revised to include
discussion of plutonium polishing.

U4 uonisodsig wniuoinjd snjding

FD335-3 Waste Management

Any waste determined to be hazardous waste would be managed as requi
by RCRA and other applicable laws and regulations. The waste quantitig
presented in Appendix H and the Waste Management sections of Chapter
of Volume linclude estimates of hazardous and mixed waste generation. Th
contaminants cited in the comment are present in the pit plutonium at onl
very low levels, and, with the exception of tritium, should largely remain

entrained in the plutonium.
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Appendix H was revised to discuss the inclusion of the impurities in the|
LLW and TRU waste streams. The beryllium would be present in largg
pieces and cuttings created when the pit was bisected. These cuttings wou
be too large to become airborne. There would be no grinding; thus, there
would not be any pieces of beryllium small enough to become airborne
Because the pieces and cuttings would be contaminated with trace levels ppf
radioactive materials, they would primarily be disposed of as TRU wastd
and is included in the waste projections in this SPD EIS. Section 2.4.1.L
was revised to discuss beryllium and its presence in the pit
conversion facility.
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S‘T AND of Amarillo, Inc.
September 28, 1998
STAND COMMENT ¥11
Surplus Pluionium Dispesition Draft Enwi 1 fmpact St {Draft SPLIEIS)

Re: Scoping Comments

Office of Fissile Materials Management.
U.3. Department of Encrgy

1000 Independence Avenue, SW
‘Washington, D.C. 20585

Dear Depanimemt of Energy, Office of Fissile Materials Management:

According to the National Ervironmental Policy Act (NEPA), the “scoping”™ process for

Envir ! Impact s are intended for “identifying the significant issues related to a
praposed action” (40CFR1501.7) in order to “determine the scope and the significant issues o be
analyzed in depth in the cavironmenta| impact statement”™ (40CER1501.7.(2).(2)).

During the scoping process for the SPDEIS, DOE received numerous comments but was very
selactive when incorporsting these comments.  Two examplas illustrate DOE’s tendency to
incorporate comments from businesy interests within DOE's sphere of econoemic influence while
ignoring comments from mast stakeholder groups:

- Tne inclusion of the Fast Flux Test Facility as a “contingency” for buming MOX fuel,
. The inclusion of Pantex as a plutenium processor under all possible alternatives.

In June 1997 and Augnst 1997, STAND of Amerille submitted comments on the scope of the
SPDEIS. STAND is resubmitting the majority of these comments (original comments in fialics)
es part of the public record for the Final SPDEIS and is requesting that DOE address and
incorporate these comments inte the Final SPDEIS.

1. During the scoping period, STAND wrote, in regard to the RAND report The Waste Heat
Implicetions of Aternntive Methods for Disposing Surplus Weapans Plutonium: Direct
Disposal vs. MOX Burning in LWR's:

“This report is another indication of the sevious flaws in past analyses concerning the MOX
Fieed cption. This report must be fully constdered and addressed within the EIS. DOE should
identify all y charnges 10 the Progr ic Envi) I Impact §i Jor the
Storage and Disposition of Weapons-Usable Fissile Materials (S&D PEIS), or within the
SPDEIS, that will be necessary as a resuit of this report.”

DOE did not addreas these changes in the Draf SPDEILS. On pages 4-378 and 4-379, DOE
reviewed its Genoric Reactor analysis in the Final Storage and Disposition PEIS The RAND
report wag not cited in thus enalysis. Because DOE 8id not provide a comparative analysis of the

(806) 358-2622 7108 W, 34th Ave. Suits € - Amarillo, TX 78109 FAX (808) 358-3337

FD336-1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

For this SPD EIS, scoping comments were invited from all interested
individuals and organizations. Those comments that identified issues relat¢d
to the proposed action and not already destined for inclusion in this EI$
prompted appropriate changes to the document. Comments that had to oe
addressed in other venues, did not relate to the disposition of surplys
plutonium, or represented statements of opinion were considered but did
not affect the scope of this EIS. A discussion of those issues identifiegl
from written and oral comments received during the scoping period fo
this EIS is provided as Section 1.4. Individual responses to the commentoifs
resubmitted scoping comments are provided below.

FD336-2 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

The RAND study cited by the commentor analyzed a repository design that
is very different from the NWPA repository design being analyzed by DOE |
Moreover, the information in the study does not directly pertain to the
disposition of surplus plutonium, and thus, was not used in the preparatig
of this SPD EIS. DOE has prepared a separate¥, Environmental

Impact Statement for a Geologic Repository for the Disposal of Spert
Nuclear Fuel and High-Level Radioactive Waste at Yucca Mountain, Nyg
County, NevadgDOE/EIS-0250D, July 1999), which analyzes the
environmental impacts from construction, operation and monitoring, relategl
transportation, and eventual closure of a potential geologic repository.

=}
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The SPD Final EIS was not issued until the proposed reactors had be
identified and the public had an opportunity to comment on the reactor
specific information. As part of the procurement process, bidders wer
asked to provide environmental information to support their proposals. Thi
information was analyzed in an Environmental Critique prepared for thg
DOE source selection board prior to award of the MOX fuel fabrication
and irradiation services contract. DOE then prepared an Environmentaf~
Synopsis on the basis of the Environmental Critique, which was released
the public as Appendix P of tigupplement to the SPD Draft Eii$
April 1999. ThisSupplemenincluded a description of the affected
environment around the three proposed reactor sites, and analyses of
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STAND Commemt #11, Page 2 of 19

MOX va. Immobilization end-product, tho Draft SPDEIS violates the NEF A requirement
(40CFR1502 14.(b)) to “devote substantia] treaiment to each alternative considered in detail
including the proposed action 3o that reviewers may evaluate their comparative results ”

IL STAND wrote, in regard to DOE's Program Acquisition Strategy For Obtaining Mixed
Oxide Fuel Fabvication and Irradistion Services (PAS):

A. “The PAS appears to be entirely incompatible with the SPDEIS, ard raises issues that are
not within the scope of the PEIS, or should be within the scope of this EIS and not an
Acquirition Strategy.”

During the SFDEIS pracess, DOE moved from the PAS procurement stage to development and
relense of a Request for Froposals for MOX fuel Fabrication and Irradiation Services (MOX
RFF). Before DOE even decides to pursue the MOX option, it intends to award a contract to
ons of three consortiums that recently submyiiced bids. Thess three cansortiums now have &
vested financial interest to insure that the MOX option will be pursued.

This is & clear violation of the NEPA requirement (40CFR1506.1.(b)) that agencies, “will not
prejudice the ultimate decision of the program” with interin: actions, as “interim action prejudices
the ultimate decision on the program when it tends 10 determine subsequent development or fimit
alternatives.” Proceeding with the MOX RFP has limited the full-immobilization zlternative.

C. “The issues that DOE should address, as they pertain to the relationship of the SPDEIS and
the PAS includs:

What is the relationship of this PAS (o the SPDEIS? DOE must clearly staie how this
PAS will impact the siting decision.”

In reference to the MOX RFP, DOE stated in the Drafl SPDEI]S that, "environmental impact
anslysis relating to specific reactors will be included in the SPD Final EIS," although these
anslyses are schaduled to be made by MOX consortiums in their proposals. During the 1997
Scoping for the SPDEIS, DOE was repeatedly asked to involve nuclear reactor communities in
the NEPA process. DOE ignared these scoping comments while moving forward on an
exclusionary MOX procurement process designed to select MOX reactor sites.

DOE cannot justify soliciting public comment for the site selection pracess for plutonium
processing facilities, while excluding public involvement in selecting plutonium irradiation
facilities.

C. “Where will DOE analyze the ervironmental consequences and risks invelved with the
tation and conversion of government furnished depleted uranium to wranivm dioxide?

The PAS identifies this action as a consortium respansibility, but pravides o eviden! route

for analyring this action. "

v

potential environmental impacts of operating these reactors using MOX fug
(Sections 3.7 and 4.28 of this SPD EIS, respectively). During the 45-day perig
for public comment on th&upplementDOE held a public hearing in
Washington, D.C., on June 15, 1999, and invited comments. Responses
those comments are provided in Volume Ill, Chapter 4.

Section 2.18 provides a summary of impacts of the construction and norm
operation of the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities that will
allow reviewers to compare the various alternatives. Section 4.30 als
includes a comparison of the incremental impacts, per metric ton o
plutonium dioxide, of reapportioning materials from the MOX facility to
the immobilization facility, including such factors as changes in the amount
of waste generated and the associated human health risks.

FD336-3 MOX RFP

DOE’s NEPA implementing regulations in 10 CFR 1021 contain a specific
provision, Section 216, which allows contracts to be let contingent on
completion of the NEPA process, in this case the SPD EIS ROD. This
section requires DOE to phase contract work in a way that will allow thej
NEPA review process to be completed in advance of a go/no-go decisiof
In the case of this SPD EIS, the go/no-go decision will be determined by

which alternative is selected by the decisionmaker. In accordance Witlﬂ%

10 CFR 1021.216, DOE prepared and provided an Environmental Critiqu
to the source selection team. The Environmental Critique evaluated impac
of the offer in the competitive range and was considered in awarding thg
contract. DOE also prepared a publicly available Environmental Synopsi
on the basis of the Environmental Critique, as discussed in respons
FD336-2. As stipulated in DOE’s phased contract with DCS, until and
depending on the decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surply
plutonium disposition are made and announced in the SPD EIS ROD, n
substantive design work or construction can be started by DCS on the MO
facility. Should DOE decide to pursue the No Action Alternative or the
immobilization-only approach, the contract with DCS would end. The contract
is phased so that only nonsite-specific base contract studies and plans g
be completed before the ROD is issued, and options that would allov]
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construction and other work would be exercised by DOE if, and only if, thg
decision is made to pursue the MOX approach.

FD336-4 MOXRFP
The Program Acquisition Strategy, referred to by the commentor, has n

relationship to the site selection process being followed in this SPD EIS.

The selected team has agreed to work at any site chosen by DOE.

The remainder of this comment is addressed in that portion of
response FD336-2 regarding opportunities for public comment on reacto
specific information.

FD336-5 Feedstock

The transportation requirements and risks associated with convertin
depleted uranium hexafluoride to uranium dioxide were included in thg
SPD Draft EIS and are included in this SPD EIS as shown in Tables L—
through L—4. Section 4.30.3 was revised to include a discussion of th
potential environmental impacts of uranium conversion. Environmenta
impacts of the conversion of depleted uranium hexafluoride to deplete
uranium dioxide are based on impacts discussed in DGEaI

Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Alternative Strategied
for Long-Term Management and Use of Depleted Uranium Hexafluoride
(DOE/EIS-0269, April 1999).
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STAND Comment #11, Page 3 of 19

In the Draft SPDEIS, DOE snalyzed transportation of depleted uranium, but not conversion of
uranium hexafluctide to uranjum oxide. In the Final SPDEIS DOE must provide information on
this larter requirement, as well as a comparative analysis for the uranium conversion requirements
for MOX versus immobilization.

. “Whar are the effects of producing gallium free phutonium dioxide jor MOX fuel
Jfabrication, as stated on page A-7 of the PAS? Where will thic action ha analyred?”

In the Draft SPDEIS, DOE only addressed galliom free plutonium dioxide in terms of the
“plutonivm pelishing contingency.” In the Fingl SPDEIS, DOE must provide a comparative
analysis of the effects of producing gallium free plutonium dioxide for MOX.

II. During
the SPDELS:

ping, STAND requested that “DOE incorporate the fallowing vimwposints into

A. “Hoth aiternatives for disposition—- MOX feel fabricarion and irradiarion, urd
immodbilization—involve tzchnologies which have never been conducted on an indusirial seale
with weapons grade plilarivem.

Baoth immobilization and MOX pose significant risks to public and environmerial health. Both
alterratives involve processing tons of plutonium, one of the mast dangerous elements known, as
weil as an array of other toxic materials.

DOE ncglected to address the past impacts of plutonium processing, and instead presented &
Draft SPDRELS that identifies a set of goals rather than expected impacts, and which serves more
a8 & project justification than an environmental impact staternent.

B. “Borh operations would add to the accumulation of tramsuranic wasie for which DOE has no
approved permanent disposal facility. The ones that are propased are problemaiic and the
SPDEIS should consider and analyze contingency plans for alternative siorage and disposai
sites, including the gption of on-site swrage and disposal.”

No contingency to either WIPP or Yucca Mountain was identified in the Deaft SPDEIS. In the

final SPDEIS, DOE must identity and analyze on-site storage contingencies for dealing with the
full range of expecied TRU and High-Level Waste 10 be creared by its propased action.

1V. During scoping, STAND wrote:

“The SPDELS is tivred 10 the Storage and Dispusition of Weapons-Usable Fissile Marerials
Final Programmatic Impact Statement (S&D PETS). The S&D PEIS is a legally and sclentificaily
inngficient document for the foilowing reasons;

10

FD336-6

Appendix N of the SPD Draft EIS discusses the environmental impacts o
adding a small plutonium-polishing process into either the pit conversior
or MOX facility as a contingency. On the basis of public comments receiveq
on the SPD Draft EIS, and the analysis performed as part of the MOX
procurement, DOE has included plutonium polishing as a component o
the MOX facility to ensure adequate impurity removal (e.g., gallium) from
the plutonium dioxide. Appendix N was deleted from the SPD Final EIS,
and the impacts discussed therein were added to the impacts sectio
presented for the MOX facility in Chapter 4 of Volume I. Section 2.18.3 was|
also revised to include the impacts associated with plutonium polishing.

Plutonium Polishing and Aqueous Processing

FD336-7

Although no domestic, commercial reactors are licensed to usq
plutonium-based fuel, several are designed to use MOX fuel, and other
can easily accommodate a partial MOX core. The fabrication of MOX fuel

Alternatives

and its use in commercial reactors have been accomplished i
Western Europe. This experience would be used for disposition of th
U.S. surplus plutonium. The environmental, safety, and health consequenc
of the MOX approach, as well as the production and disposal of any wast
are addressed in this SPD EIS. In addition, NRC would evaluate licens
applications and monitor the operations of both the MOX facility and the
commercial reactors selected to use MOX fuel to ensure adequate margi
of safety. While plutonium from warheads may never have been used i
MOX fuel, its behavior in fuel is essentially the same as that of
non-weapons-origin plutonium, and so does not present a situation differer
from MOX fuel experience to date. Although immobilization of

weapons-usable surplus plutonium in a ceramic or glass form has not begn

demonstrated on an industrial scale, there exists a growing experience b3
and ongoing research and development activities related to the use of the
technologies for immobilizing HLW. This experience is being adapted and
applied to address the surplus plutonium disposition program.
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FD336-8 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

As noted in Section 1.1, this SPD EIS analyzes potential environmentd
consequences of alternative strategies for the disposition of a nominal 5(
(55 tons) of surplus weapons-grade plutonium. The overall goal as statg
in Section 1.2 is to reduce the threat of nuclear weapons proliferation b
conducting disposition of surplus plutonium in the United States in an
environmentally safe and timely manner. Potential environmental impact
of the proposed actions are discussed at length in Chapter 4 of Volume | a
summarized in Section 2.18. The past impacts of plutonium processing a
not a result of the proposed action and are beyond the scope of this EIS.

FD336-9 Repositories

The management of TRU waste generated by the proposed surplus plutonit
disposition facilities is evaluated in this SPD EIS.DOE alternatives for TRU
waste management are evaluated in Flireal Waste Management
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Managing Treatment
Storage, and Disposal of Radioactive and Hazardous V{d#ié PEIS)
(DOE/EIS-0200-F, May 1997) and thWIPP Disposal Phase Final
Supplemental EISDOE/EIS-0026-S-2, September 1997). WIPP began
receiving shipments of TRU waste for permanent disposal on
March 26, 1999. As described in Appendix F.8.1, and the Wastdg
Management sections of Chapter 4 of Volume |, itis conservatively assumg
that TRU waste would be stored at the candidate sites until 2016, at whid
time it would be shipped to WIPP in accordance with DOE’s plans. Expecte
TRU waste generated by the proposed facilities is included WiR@
Disposal Phase Final Supplemental El@mulative impacts estimates,
as well as inThe National TRU Waste Management Plan
(DOE/NTF-96-1204, December 1997).

This SPD EIS, for the purposes of analysis, assumes that Yucca Mountal
Nevada, would be the final disposal site for all immobilized plutonium and
MOX spent fuel. As discussed in response FD336—2, DOE is preparing
separate EIS. The MOX spent fuel is included in the Yucca Mountair
inventory and is being analyzed in that EIS.
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As described in Sections 2.18.3 and 4.28.2.8, additional spent fuel would b
produced by using MOX fuel instead of LEU fuel in domestic, commercial
reactors. Spentfuel management at the proposed reactor sites is hot exped
to change dramatically due to the substitution of MOX assemblies for som
of the LEU assemblies. Likewise, the additional spent fuel would be a very
small fraction of the total that would be managed at the potential
geologic repository.

The WM PEIS includes an analysis of the impacts of the long-term storag
of 21,600 canisters of vitrified HLW at Hanford and the storage of
4,912 canisters at SRS. The WM PEIS included as part of its cumulativ
impacts an estimate of HLW generated by the proposed surplus plutoniur
disposition facilities. As described in Section 2.4.4.2 of this SPD EIS, the
surplus plutonium disposition program could result in the generation of ug
to 395 additional HLW canisters of immobilized plutonium at Hanford
or SRS.

FD336-10 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE does not agree that ti&torage and Disposition PEIS a
fundamentally flawed document. This SPD EIS references and is tiere
from the Storage and Disposition PEI®& accordance with applicable
provisions of 40 CFR 1502.20.

DOE determined that agueous processing was not a reasonable alternat
for pit conversion under the terms of NEPA because current aqueou
processes using existing facilities would produce significant amounts o

waste, and aqueous processing would complicate international safeguafd

regimes. Dry processing was analyzed in $ierage and Disposition
PEISand this SPD EIS.

DOE is not including the plutonium-polishing process (a small-scale aqueou
process) as part of the pit conversion facility; that process would be part g
the MOX facility. DOE would use only dry processes in the pit conversion
facility. Section 2.4.3 was revised to include a description of the plutonium-
polishing process that would be used in the MOX facility. For this reason
the thermal process for removing gallium may not be needed in the pi
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conversion facility (see revised Section 2.4.1.2). Plutonium dioxide is the
starting form for the disposition of surplus plutonium for either the
immobilization or MOX approach. This EIS analyzes the environmental impact
of converting surplus pits into plutonium dioxide that can be used in eithef
the immobilization or MOX facility. No additional aqueous processing would
be necessary to prepare the plutonium dioxide for immobilization.

oY

Section 3.1 defines the ROI for human health risks to the general public fro
exposure to airborne contaminant emissions as an area within an 80-km (50-mi)
radius of the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities. The analysgs
in Appendix J consider the potential contamination of agricultural products
livestock, and fish, and consumption of these products by persons livin
within an 80-km (50-mi) radius of the candidate sites. The analyses of dosgs
consider bioaccumulation of radioactivity in grain crops, forage, and animal
(and the resultant effects on ingestion doses to humans), and all potentjal
dose pathways including direct ingestion, inhalation, external groun

exposure, and plume immersion. These analyses indicate that the potental

impacts of operating the pit conversion, immobilization, and MOX facilities
on agricultural products, livestock, and human health at any of the sit

would likely be minor. Section 4.26 and Appendix J were revised to discus
potential impacts of radioactive emissions on agriculture and th

Columbia River.

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD El
contains environmental impact data and does not address the costs associ
with the various alternatives. A separate cost re@mst Analysis in

Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutoniuny
Disposition(DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the site-specific
cost estimates for each alternative, was made available around the sa
time as the SPD Draft EIS. This report and Bhetonium Disposition

Life-Cycle Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Documen
(DOE/MD-0013, November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyse
associated with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web si
at http://www.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS and Washington, D.C.
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STAND Comment #11, Page 4 of 19

- A lack of reasenable aiternatives for phitonium pis disassembly/conversion activities;

. A ok of a credible lattve imp due fo the luck of analyses on
ble, though undesirable, og processes Jor pit conversion and MOX fuel
Sfabrication;

. Failure 10 incorporata known informarion priey Imo the process, such & ealiium
reduction;
10
. Fallure 1o analyze and report the impacts from proposed activities on the regional
economic activities such as Texas Panhandle agriculiure and Columbia River
fisheries;

. Fatlure ta report the full cosi of the MOX option.”

In the Draft SPDEIS, DOE failed to address these Storage and Disposition PEIS limitations.
How can DOE tier the SPDEIS to a fuad. ally flawed d 7

V. STAND wrote in its scoping comments, in regard 0 general NEPA requirements:

“The Department of Energy 15 obligated under NEPA ta, "use all practical means, consistent
with other essential considerations of national policy” to protect the environment for future
generations, assuré for ail Aimericans safe, healthful, productive surroundings, preserve our
ratural heritagre, and enhance the quality of renewable resources.

To du this, NEPA requires that DOE idertify and analyze “presently unquantified
enviranmental comenities and values” to provide “appropriate consideration in decision making
along with jc and technical considerations.” The amenities and values thot should be
identified and analyzed in this E1S, and for which there was an Inadequate analysis in the

S&D PEIS, include clean water, soil, and air and the praduciive farmiands and fisheries a
high quality environment supports. 1

DOE should view its mandate, under NEPA, 10 assess the relationship beiween the proposed
activities and "the maintenance and long rerm enhancement of long ferm productivity in
terms of existing evenomic activities suck a3 agriculture and fisheries. In the PEIS, many
commenters weote that the cosalysis on the Texas Panhandle Agricudtural econamy was deeply
flaved. STAND agrees with this assessment and requests DOE 0 analyze impacts of
proposed activities on all ¢ffected natural resource related economies.

NEPA alyo requires DOE 10 assess the environmental impact and adverse environmental
effecis of its proposed activities on Fduntified amenities and values. In the PELS, DOE ook
the approdch of analyzing the impacts of prapased activities during normal operations while
only assessing the probability of accidenis occurring. This strategy is insufficient. STAND is

FD336

FD336-11

The potential agriculture impacts of the proposed surplus plutonium
disposition facilities are described in the Geology and Soils portions of
Section 4.26. In the Water Resources portions of Section 4.26, the impac
on surface water (including fisheries) and groundwater have also bee
described. All activities would be limited to each of the candidate sites
and any impacts to the surrounding areas would be within Federal, Stat
and local regulatory limits.

Facility Accidents

1172
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As shown in the Facility Accidents sections of Chapter 4 of Volume | and in
Appendix K, DOE addresses the environmental and human health
consequences of the full range of accidents scenarios for all the alternative
Similarly, the Transportation sections of Chapter 4, and Appendix L discuss
the consequences of transportation accidents.

Because of the very low probability of accidents of the magnitude neede
to impact natural-resource-related economies, the consequences would
difficult to calculate with any reasonable degree of accuracy. In the unlikely
event of an accident, crops may be contaminated which could affect a
agricultural based economy. DOE would thoroughly investigate potentially,
affected areas and determine the need for interdiction or othe
specific actions.

The remainder of the comment is addressed in response FD336-10.
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STAND Comment #1 1, Page 5 of 19

requesting that DOE conduct an analysis of the environmenial and human heaith
conséquences of the full range of accident scenarios. Ondy by doing Vhis cem peaple make
informed choices and decisions.™ 11
In the Draft SPDEIS, DOE did not address these issues. In the Final SPDELS, DOE must address
probable impacts on natural resource economies.

VL During the scoping period, STAND wrute, in regard to expected contantination:

‘Phetonivm processing facilities will result in envir ! ination. The issue is not
whethar ikis contaminatton will be abowe or below regulatory limits, because reguluiory
limits can chanige over time. The unaddressed question to-date 73 what amounts of
comgmination and waste will be generated for ail reasonable alternaiives. Unti! now, DOE
has provided anly a rough sketch of the ouipuis of its propesed plutonium operations. In
agdition, DOE has raised concerns for Russian MOX operations that it has not repuréed or
not analyzed here.

For example, the Joirnt United States/Russia Plutonium Disposition Study relecsed in
September, 1996, inciuded the following Russian Envirosmental, Safaty, and Health issues:
12

‘The following issues showld be Included in the program of follow-up studies of MOX
fiel production and use:

1. Analysts of daia on possible concenirations of plwtonium and americium in aerosol
discharges in the production of MOX fuels, including aerasol dispersion under regular
operating conditions and in potential accidents.’

Wherg is this analysis for U.5. MOX production? DOE is obligated to assess impacis in this
coumntry which it has helped fo identify in Russia,”

DOE should address the americium and plutonium aerosol issues in the final SPDEIS. DOE
should also identify the expected level of contamination resulting from the proposed action.

VIL During the scoping period, STAND wrote, in regard to air emissions, wastewater
discharges, and waste streams:

A. “To assess environmental impacts, DOE should provide a clear and comprehensive
accounting of the various waste streams and contamination generated by all proposed 13
dispasition activities by addressing the fallowing issues and quesiions:

1. Seandards and guidelines for poliusion levels must be quantified clearly and up-frons,
DOE should explain what existing regulations exist and hew they might vary from siate to
state. Furthermore, the S&D PEIS andalyses of contaminart levels are filled with vague

FD336-12 Human Health Risk
Chapter 4 of Volume | presents the results of the radiological health impac

associated with operational emissions of radionuclides, including plutonium

and americium, for each alternative. Radiological release quantities expect
from each of the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities, including
the MOX facility, are presented in Appendix J for normal releases andg
Appendix K for postulated accidents. All applicable contaminant streamg
are addressed in the radiological impact analyses.

The accident analysis in this SPD EIS is considered to be bounding an
includes the effects of aerosol dispersion under a representative spectry
of possible operational accidents. Inhalation is the most significant dog
pathway. Other pathways (ingestion) are controllable through interdiction,
No major chemical accidents were identified. As discussed in
Appendix K.1.1, additional documentation on hazards and accidents woul
be developed for each facility during the design and construction proces

The amounts and composition of waste generated for each alternative g
guantified in the Waste Management sections in Chapter 4 of Volume | an
Appendix H. Generation rates of TRU, low-level, mixed low-level,
hazardous, and nonhazardous waste are also provided.

FD336-13 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE assessed the environmental impacts of air emissions, wastewat
discharges, and waste streams for this SPD EIS is accordance wi
well-recognized and accepted procedures. The waste streams generated
the implementation of each alternative are described in the Wast
Management sections in Chapter 4 of Volume | and Appendix H. Detaileq
information is provided in the form of tables and charts, and to the exten
possible—the proposed action being of a highly technical nature—the te
is presented in “common English.” Chapter 5 includes a description o
existing regulations and a list of State regulations for the candidate site
Furthermore, the document is organized in accordance with
40 CFR 1502.10, and reader aids such as a glossary, a list of acronyms, 3
conversion charts are provided. Also available to the public are those dg
reports used as source material for the calculation of potentia
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STAND Comment #11, Page 6 of 19

descriptions like "minimum, " "not expected,” "unlikely,” and ‘background levels,” and ara
presented in a yormat which is reader unfriendly.”

The Draft SPDEIS is a cumbersome document that violates every numerous NEPA requirements
to present information in & clear and concise manner.

B. "The public has a right to know what is expected af these faciiirtes. To provide an adequare
analyris that addresses public concerns, DOE must:

. Be sure that subjective terminology Is supparted with guamifiable information, and
the limitations of DOE's dala should be identiffed. "

DOE did not describe the limitations of its data in the Draft SPDEIS and should do so in the Final
SPDEIS.

. "Fully identify ali expected contaminant and waste sireams in the main document, and
not just solely in source materials or veferenced documents. The primary document
should provide the fardamental information necessary for peaple to make decisions.

. Icdentify the expected levels of comtaminant deposition and emissions. ”

In the Dmaft SPDEIS, DOE failed to identify all expected contaminant streams in any document
becauss it excluded beryllium emissions 23 & impacr. In addition, DOE used its source
documents to sead people on a paper chase for pertinent information. For example, on page -4
DOE wrote that, "source term data for radiclogical releases, stack heights, and release locations
are provided in the data reports for the pit conversion, immobilization, and MOX facilities.” In
other words, the Draft SPDEIS does not provide any data on something as basic as expected
quantities of redioactive air pollutants. In the final SPDEIS, DOE tnust provide important
information in the main docurrent, and it must do so in a reader-fiendly format as required by
NEPA.

, “Tdentijy known health effects of exposures 10 contaminants and (he levels at which
these healtk effects are known 1o accur.”

DOE did not address this issue in the Draft SPDEIS. Insteed, DOE compared emissions data to
regulatory requirements. In the final SPDELS, DOE must discuss the putential health effects of
the pollutants that will result from ita proposed action.

€. “The waste sireams quant;fied within the &1 PELIS did not sufficiently define the waste
compontion or disposal options. The SPDEIS pravides an opportunity (o answer questions
such as:

What is the alternalive to waste disposal ai permanent repositories? If WIPP opens, is there

13

14

15

16

17

In order to produce a document that is understandable and of a managea
size, DOE chose to place some technical information in supporting report
DOE believes that this SPD EIS reflects an appropriate balance betwed
detailed technical information desired by some reviewers and informatiorn
that is understandable by the general public. Supporting reports are availaly
in the public reading rooms near the sites, as described in the NOA for th
SPD Draft EIS. A copy of the NOA is provided in Appendix A.

FD336-14 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

All the alternatives have been evaluated using uniform methods and daf
allowing for a fair comparison. Limitations of the data on air emissions,
wastewater discharges, and waste streams are discussed in Appendix F, 4
the results of the impacts analyses for these areas are discussed
Appendixes G and H, respectively. The accident analyses are based
calculations relevant to hypothetical sequences of events and models
their effects. The models provide estimates of the frequencies, sourg
terms, pathways for dispersion, exposures, and effects on human health &
the environment that are as realistic as possible within the scope of th
analysis. In many cases, a paucity of experience with the accidents postulat
led to uncertainty in the calculation of their consequences and frequencie
This prompted the use of models for input values that yield conservativg
estimates of consequence and frequency, so that the projected risks 3
more likely to be overestimated than underestimated.
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FD336-15 Human Health Risk

Section 2.4.1.1 was revised to discuss solid beryllium and its presence |n
the pit conversion facility, and Appendix H was revised to include a discussion
of solid beryllium in the pit disassembly and conversion waste streams
Appendix J was revised to include source term data on airborne and liqui
releases of radioactive isotopes. Appendix G was revised to includ¢
stack data. No airborne emissions of beryllium are expected fronj
anticipated facility operations.
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FD336-16 Human Health Risk

The discussion of hazardous chemical impacts in Appendix F.10.2.1 wds
revised to include more information on the types of health effects thal
could result from exposures to hazardous chemicals and to provide mofe
details on the methodology used to calculate these effects, both
carcinogenic and noncarcinogenic. Appendix F.1.2.1 was also revised {o
include a discussion on how the most stringent standard or guideline relatgs
to human health. The expanded discussions clarify the meaning ar|d
significance of the potential impacts associated with exposure to airborne
releases, including hazardous air pollutants and criteria air pollutants, that
are presented in the Human Health Risk and Air Quality and Noise sectiors
in Chapter 4 of Volume 1.

FD336-17 Waste Management

As discussed in response FD336-9, WIPP is open and can accommodir]te
the amount of TRU waste expected from the proposed surplus plutoniu

disposition facilities. Further, the response discusses Yucca Mountain arld
its ability to accept MOX spent fuel. Response FD336-2 discusses the
RAND report.

As described in Appendix H, operation of the pit conversion, immobilization,
and MOX facilities would be expected to generate LLW that includes used
equipment, wipes, protective clothing, and solidified inorganic solutions,
LLW would be contaminated with TRU isotopes (primarily plutonium) at

concentrations lower than 100 nCi and would generally not contain appreciab
contamination by other isotopes. An exception is that operation of the p
conversion facility would generate LLW that includes tritium. As described
in Appendix F.8, by definition TRU waste contains more than 100 nCi of
alpha-emitting transuranic isotopes, with half-lives greater than 20 years, p{
gram of waste. Transuranic isotopes include isotopes of plutonium. Mixe
TRU waste is TRU waste that contains hazardous components regulats
under RCRA. LLW can contain transuranic isotopes in concentrations of n
more than 100 nCi of waste. Mixed LLW is LLW that contains hazardoud
components regulated under RCRA. As described in the introduction t
Appendix H, only a very small portion of the TRU waste would leave the
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proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities as a liquid. Most of the
TRU waste generated by the proposed facilities would be solid wastes (wipe
used containers and packaging materials, and lead- lined rubber gloves
with surfaces contaminated by plutonium dioxide. All TRU waste would be
appropriately placed in containers before leaving the proposed facilitieq
Therefore, itis unlikely that TRU waste would be released to the environmen

dsiq wnisop4 snjdins

Plutonium is extremely immobile in the environment. Plutonium in soils is
associated with organics, sesquioxides (soil coatings), clay particles
carbonates, and silicates. Studies have shown that most plutonium deposi
on the ground remains in the upper soil horizons. Therefore, contaminatio
of underground sources of water by deposition of plutonium on the soil is
unlikely. The potential for plutonium contamination of the Ogallala aquifer

was examined in thEnvironmental Assessment for Interim Storage of

Plutonium at PanteXDOE/EA-0812, January 1994). That document

shows that no accident or routine operating condition that could result in §
plutonium release could be identified with a probability greater than
1.0x10%yr of having an impact on the aquifer. Actual mobility depends on
the form of the plutonium released (including chemical compound and valenc
state) and the conditions of the environment into which the plutonium ig
released (e.g., eH and pH, and the presence of materials to which the plutoniy
may attach).
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DOE is establishing an internet database pursuant to the terms of a laws{
settlement Nlatural Resources Defense Council et al. v. Bill Richardson,
Secretary of Energy, et.aCiv. No. 97-936(ss)). The database will include

information on waste at each site by program office; specific information
on volume and mass of radioactive materials, chemical constituentg,
radioactivity of materials, and disposition plans will be provided. DOE
expects that this database will be operational in January 2000 and will be
maintained for 5 years.

justuoje]

Most facility accidents would not involve the release of significant quantities
of materials from the facility, and therefore, would not produce

contamination outside the building. Likewise, most transportation accident$
would not result in releases of radioactive materials to the environment. Du
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to the immense variability of the accident scenarios, and the difficulty in
estimating the amount of material that would be contaminated with radioactive
and hazardous constituents, waste streams could not be reasonably estimated
for the accident scenarios. If an accidental release occurred, the source ofIhe
release would be promptly contained and any significant contaminatio
remediated. Incident response and contaminant remediation would He
performed in accordance with all applicable regulations, as well as spi
prevention and emergency response plans.

DOE does not decide which wastes are nonhazardous and which afe
hazardous. The allowable amounts of contaminants that may be present]in
nonhazardous waste are determined by Federal and State regulations. For
example, as described in the regulations implementing RCRA, wastes afe
determined to be hazardous if they exhibit the characteristics of ignitability
corrosivity, reactivity or toxicity as defined in the regulations, or are
otherwise determined to pose a hazard.

Although it is inevitable that regulations may change over time, issuef
such as how the regulatory environment will evolve are speculative anfl
therefore are beyond the scope of this SPD EIS. If regulatory requiremenfs
relevant to the surplus plutonium disposition program change, howeve
DOE, will comply with those new requirements.

Earlier consideration regarding a possible HLW repository in Deaf SmitH
County, Texas, is unrelated to the proposed action. In December 1987, t
NWPA was amended by the U.S. Congress to direct DOE to suspen
characterization work at all sites except the Yucca Mountain Site in Nevada
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STAND Comment #11, Page 7 of 15

sufficient space there for the new quanitities of TRU waste? If not, what will be the interim and
permament Jaie of new IRU wastes?

Likewise, wilf Yucca Mountain, if it opens, have syfficien: space yor MOX spemt fuel assemblies?
Is Yucea M in a suitable site considering the findings in the RAND repors?

What will the composition of low level waste be for each facility, based on existing experience?

What will be the J 13 in low level, TRU waste. and mixed low

level and TRU wastes?

ation of &7

Of the chemicals in the mixed TRU wastes, what will be the effect of these chemicals in ierms of
the mobility of transuranics in the sail? What will be the chemical composition of mixed TRU
waste and how will this effect Pu transport if it contaminates soil and water? 17

What will the projected waste stream Be jor varicus accident scenzrios?
For nonhazardous wastes, what are ire allowable tolerarice for contaminants?

Wikl regulations change over time. much as tiey are being proposed for Yucca M.,
and just as DOE changed the definition of TRU waste in 19847

What is the possibility, especially if plutantum processing facilities are located ar Pantex, of
DOE revisiting the proposal for a high level (or other nuclear waste) waste repository in Deaf
Smith County, Texas?"”

DOE should addrass these unanswered questions in the final SPDEIS.
VIIL. During the scoping period, STAND wrote, in regard to accident scenarios:

A. “In the S&D PEIS, DOE analyzed a limited set of accident scenarivs, reported them in a
reader unfriendly format, and only reporied cancer risks, Although the environmental and
Iuman health risks were different at each site, DOE failed fo swmmarize the comparative risks
across sites. For the SPDEIS t be credible, DOE must make greaf improvements 1o its
assessments of accident scenarios, Even European MOX fuel fabricalors assess a grealer
spectrum of accident scenarios and health risks than DOE has io date. Ihese include breach 18
and/or crask of a glove box, onsite floods, and estimated dose 1o public for various accident
scenarias,

DOE should have sufficient data based on past accidents at Rocky Flats, Hanford, Savanniah
River Size, Pantex, and INEEL #0 451k the exp d range cf inarion possibl
under various accident scenavios, DOE should then esiimate the comparalive doses and the
- for each site, and compare the sites ina

possible health and enviranmental ¢

FD336-18

This SPD EIS presents accident results in terms of point estimates fdg
consequence and qualitative frequency ranges for frequency consistent wi
the guidance ilRecommendations for the Preparations of Environmental
Assessments and Environmental Impact State(DeyE Office of NEPA
Oversight, May 1993). In general, the postulated beyond-design-basi
accidents are significantly more severe than any accident that has occurr
within the experience base of DOE.

Facility Accidents

This EIS provides several levels of detail in order to be useful to a variety
of interested parties. Section 2.18 summatrizes the limiting design basi
accident for each candidate site by alternative. In addition, each alternatiy
analyzed in Chapter 4 of Volume | provides a discussion of the limiting
beyond-design basis accident. More detailed accident result informatio
is provided in Chapter 4. Although the format of the accident tables is the
same among alternatives, there is no explicit redundancy in the informatio
contained in the tables. Appendix K presents a greater depth of detal
including additional accident result tables for average meteorology (aj
opposed to conservative meteorology, which was used for the formal resulf
in Chapter 4).
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STAND Comment #11, Page 8 of 19

viear and concise format. DOE cannot simply present a series of cumbersome tobles filled
with exporiential notation and jeave the comparative risk analyses to the public,”

Inthe Draft SPDEIS, DOE provided dozens of redundant tables filled with expoaential notatian
l'lld left the comparative risk analyses to the public. The final SPDEIS could be greatly reduced in
size by removing redundant enalyses and providing comparative analyses in an up-front and reader

friendly format.
B. "DOE should alsa expand or adjust its analyses 1o include.:

Incorporating an analyss af human ervor using past DOE records reiavant 1o the
proposed operations. DOE shauld pravide a lisi of pasit accidenis, sheir effects and
consequences, and the stated probability at the time of the accident. For example, the
recent piutonium inhalation at Los Alamos by a LANL rescarcher occurred duc fo
procedural violations. What was the risk of this researcher inhaling plutorium under
the existing risk analysis? What was the prodability of pracedures being vialated,
based upon past experience?

DOQE not address the anticipated sccidents at each facility and the resulting cumulative impacts of
long-lived radicactive contamination. DOE only identified “bounding” impacts and therefore
understated the daily operational impacts. DOE should address these issues in the final SPDEIS.

C. “ldentifving the economic enierprises at risk from an accident, including agriculrire,
fisheries, and food processing facilities.”

DOE must identify what economic enterprises are at risk in the final SPDEIS.

D. “Not assuming a lagical chain of evemts during accident modeling. DOE should model
accldent scenarios withow! wwrealistic assumptions such as fire waler and truck
hose dawn water being collected, monitored, sampled, and treated as process
wastewater; or hundveds of square miles of land being decontammaied to background
levels. Whas are the chances, based on DOE's real life emergency response data of
accident response and mingation meayures failing? "

In the Draft SPDEIS, DOE continued to assurne accident responses would be orderly and legical
DOE should compare the accident response procedurc at the Hanford Plutonium Finishing Planmt
to the accident response reality during the 1997 explosion. In the final SPDEIS, DOE should
address the impacts of inadequate accident responses to aaticipated and probable zecidents.

18

19

20

21

FD336-19

Potential accidents with a range of frequencies and consequences wgre
addressed in this SPD EIS in accordance with DOE’s NEPA guidance. Manly
of the accidents in Appendix K reflect potential human error and procedurd
violations. The accident history sections in Chapter 3 of Volume |
summarize the existing data on incidents at the candidate sites.

Facility Accidents

In response to the commentor’s concern, a search of the DOE occurrenge
reporting database for 1997 and 1998 was performed, which yieldeg
13 occurrences at LANL categorized under the heading “radiologica
issues.” Of these 13 occurrences, three resulted in dose estimates rangjing
from 0.007 to 1.2 rem CEDE, the remainder were below measurable levels
based on nasal smears. This two-year history is more recent than t

The impacts from daily surplus plutonium disposition operations ar

considered in the Human Health Risk sections in Chapter 4 of Volume |
Because nonradiological consequences dominate accident risks for hi
frequency accidents, worker accident risk from nonradiological source
was estimated using existing DOE injury and fatality rates and summarize
for each alternative in the Facility Accidents sections of Chapter 4. It i
not reasonable to postulate the chronic occurrence of accidents exceedi
permissible release limits that might result in significant cumulative impact
from long-lived radioactive contamination. This is because regulatory actio
by DOE, EPA, and/or NRC would be taken in response to any such accide

FD336-20 Socioeconomics

This comment is addressed in response FD336-11.

dsay pue Sjudtunao

FD336-21

As discussed in Appendix K.1.4.1, consequences were developed usif
conservative assumptions and methods without regard for or without takin
credit for adequate emergency response.

Facility Accidents

S0
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STAND Comment #11, Page 9 of 19
EX. During the scaping perind, STAND wrote, in regard to the value of clean water:

“DOE's analyses in the $&D PEIS rended to distort the cumulative effects of its proposais by
using inadequate camparative baselines. For example, comparing groundwater use to
existing unsustainable levels of use is misleading. If water usage is already at unsustainable
levels, or if waier contamination is already exists, these facts must be stated up-front. The

questions is not how mich usage or contamination will increase during DOE activities, but
whether addirional use, or contamination, s desirable.

Every site under consideration for new p B ions is located on or near critical
water sources which suppart fisheries and/or agm:u!lwe und provide critical drinking water
soyrces. All of these waier sources have been degraded or placed af serious risk by past and
present DOE activities as well as commercial industrial activities. DOE should identify the
existing state of the waver resources it is proposing o impact.”

In the Draft SPDEIS, DOE glossed over existing conditions of water resources.
B. “The issues and guestions that must be addressed by DOE in the SFDEIS include:

What is the distance to groumdwater, surfoce water, aguifers, and drinking water
sowrces for the proposed Jecilities? 29

What is the cost of comtaminaling a safe drinking water supply, irrigation supplies, or
a fishery?

One consistent theme in the S&D PEIS is thar plant blowdown, firefighiing water,
steam condersate and other scurces of wasiewaier will "be montiored for

radioactivity, nd If unceniaminated, discharged” io local sources. DOE must
address the extent to which contaminated water can escape detection, the possibiliry of
monitering systems breaking down during emergency situations, and the conyegquences
of such an evenr

In the S&D PEIS, “drawdown representing 2.9% of the available groundwater is
reported for a MOX fuel plant’s impacis on the Ogallala aquifer. Who is this
groundwatsr available 10? Does this assertion incarporate the possibility of Amarills
well fields dvawing down Joster? Is this acceptable in light of the fact that Amarille
well field is already so depleted?

In the S&D PEIS, a proposal ta use Amarillo wastewater was reported  What is the
state of this proposal? Where is the documentation for this proposal?

DOE should address these questions in the Final SPDETS.

dins

FD336-22

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concerns regarding the potential fd
impacts to water resources at Pantex Section 3.4.7.2 describes potent
and past DOE water use, use by the city of Amarillo, and irrigation use i
Carson County. Operation of the pit conversion and MOX facilities is
estimated to increase water use by 116 million I/yr (30.6 million gal/yr). This
water use would still be a small portion of the water used by the city of
Amarillo (0.5 percent) and that used by irrigation in Carson County, and
would be less than the water used by Pantex in 1991. Although additiond
water use at Pantex may produce some localized drawdown of the aquifg
near Pantex supply wells, this water use would not impact the overal
conditions in the Ogallala aquifer. DOE is not proposing to use water from
the Hollywood Road Wastewater Treatment Plant at this time; however
this measure is a viable option and could be used to mitigate impacts
additional water usage in the future.

Water Resources
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Analyses presented in Section 4.26.3.2 indicate that there would be n
discernible impacts to surface water or groundwater quality at Pantex from
normal operation of the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities.
There would be no discernible contamination of aquatic biota (fish) or
drinking water, either from the deposition of minute quantities of airborne
contaminants into small water bodies or from potential wastewater release
Therefore, it is estimated that no measurable component of the public dog
would be attributable to liquid pathways. It is not possible to estimate thd
cost of cleanup associated with contamination of drinking water supplies
irrigation supplies, or fisheries.
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STAND Comment #11, Page 10 of I

X. During the sceping period, STAND wrote, concerning the value of clean air:
“The same issyes that apply o water alse apply io air quality. DOE should not assume that

impacts 1o abr quabity are occurring to undisturbed airsheds. DOE should identify the
existing sate of the water resources it is propesing to impact,

Additional issues and questtons 1hat must be addressed by DOE in this £IS include:

Wording found in the PEIS such as activities will "not yypically” exceed regulations or
guldelines is unaccepiable. DOE should qualify vague language with clear quantitative

FD336-23 Air Quality and Noise

The text referred to by the commentor was fronsteage and Disposition
PEIS. This SPD EIS has attempted to clarify the air quality concerns associated
with operating the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities. The ai
quality impacts associated with construction and operation emissions of &i
pollutants have been quantified for each alternative in Chapter 4 of Volume
(e.g., see Table 4-52). As shown in these tables, the amount of air pollutign
associated with the operations of the proposed facilities is generally smdll
when compared to the existing site concentrations, and applicable standalfds
or guidelines. A detailed discussion of how these impacts were calculated|is

— =

estimales. For exanple, on Page 4-680 of the PEIS, DOE wrote, “FOC emissions of 1,006 23 included in Appendix G for each of the proposed surplus plutonium facilitied
kgyr . would give trace contamination ai the site boundories.” Statements like these are ; : : feai :
umixcoaptable and shouid b qualified with questions such as: Wha is a trace of at t_h_e c.an@date sites. Air pollutant emission rates are given foreach pr_oposed
contamination? facility in kilograms per year, and rates are compared with the appropriate ajr

Whar are.the volatile organic compownds and other forins that are expecied 1o be quality standards and QUidelineS.
produced at vartous fecilities? Whar are the exisiing regulaiory levels for each contaminant
that would be produced, and what are the known health effects of overexposure? FD336-24 MOX Approach
DOE should sddress th stions in the final SPDEIS. . . .

pres Bee qenom DOE understands there could be confusion regarding various documengts

XI. During the scoping period STAND wrote, in regard to 8 MOX fuel fabrication facility: that address related tOpiCS. In I:BtDrage and DiSpOSitiOﬂ PEI$he
“STAND is requesting that DOE completely re-chalyze the impacts of building and operating a proposed action for plutonium disposition was to select a dispositior]
MOX Fuel Fabrication facility in the SPDEIS. strategy. Therefore, the decisions made were of a programmatic naturg,
The reason for this is sumple. In December, 1996, the Department of Energy published the taking into consideration the major programmatic activities at various
Faasibility Assessoment of Candidmie DOE Sites and Buildings for a Mired Oxide (MQX) Fuel . . .. . ..
i Fuctlity jor Dispisal of Excess Weapons-Usabie Flutanium. There are sevious candidate sites. Once the deC|S|on_Was m_ade Bt@paggand Disposition
d:‘xr'epancz‘esbemec;ggﬁmﬁngsma'recomendaﬁaminthis document and what was PEISROD to proceed with the hybrid and immobilization-only approaches
reported in the 3 . . . . .

wed it the S&D 24 to surplus plutonium disposition and focus on the selected candidate sitg

For ple, DOE has admiited that the purpase of the assessment was o "review the
suitahility of sites and existing buildings being considered to host the fabrication facility.”
Qak Ridge and the Nevada Test Site were not reviewed in the assessment because “the DOE
kas chasen not 1o introduce the MOX fabrication facility to a site withou: recent capability to
haraie or process Categary I quantities of plutonivm.” In the S&D PEIS, NIS and ORR

were eliminated because "DOE wouid not add Pu to sites that do not currently have Pu in
storage. " So on the one hand, handling and processing were ihe criteria, and on the other
storage was the criferia. Yet, Rocky Flats, where Pu is stored, was not considered for disposition
because 12 15 undergoing cloyure. Why did the DOE repors different screening criceria in
these two documents? How did this effect the deciston to sertle on the four final candidite
sites?

the next step was to determine the specific DOE site(s) for constructin
and operating the proposed facilities and the disposition approach ar
technologies. Because the decisions for this SPD EIS are site and facili
specific, the decision criteria are based on the candidate site’s ability t
handle up to 50t (55 tons) of surplus plutonium using the selected
disposition approaches, as well as its ability to house the needed facilitig]

SO Yuawwion
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As discussed in thBit Disassembly and Conversion Demonstration EA
(DOE/EA-1207, August 1998), several national laboratories, including
ANL-W, LLNL, LANL, and ORNL, have ongoing R&D projects related to

the surplus plutonium disposition program that involve the use of smal
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STAND Comment £11, Page 11 of 19

In the Draft SPDEIS, DOE did not address the changes that had occurred since issuance of the
S&D PEIS. Since the ROD fer the PEIS was issued, DOE has proceeded with MOX research
and development that is centered at Oak Ridge and Los Alamos. Qak Ridge is handling and
processing ymall amounts of plutonium in the R&D program. This contradicts the criteria for
remaving Qak Ridge as 2 plutonium processing candidate.

At Los Alamos, DQE is procesding to upgrade plutonium storage facilities, yet these upgrades
are never addressed in the Draft SPDEIS. LoS Alamos Persomnel aiso stated, at the MOX 24
Industry Conference in Atlants, that the LANL MOX program has been approved by lab officials
for 4n indefinite period. What capabilities are being developed at LANL that DOE did not report
in the Draft SPDEIS?

Serious discrepancies between prograsmatic realities and the Draft SPDEIS and related
documents continue to undermine the integrity of DOE's NEPA process. These discrepancies
should be addressed in the Final SPDEIS.

B. “Inpart two of the assessment, three unique artributes 1o Weapons grode plutonium were
identified that were not repaited or analyzed in the S&D PEIS:

1. The different isatgpic ratic—lower ratio of Pu-240—in weapons grode plutonium compared
fo weapons usable, reactor grade plutonium creates more stringem crivicality limits with
suhsequent negative impacts on the econgmics and risks of the MOX aption. In DOE's
reevaluation of the MOX option, it must answer the following guestions, as they pertain to

the Flutonium tsotopic raria issue: 25

a. What additional costs are incurred during MOX fuel fabrication that huve rot been
reported?

b. Whai additional criticality risks are incurred during MOX fuel fabrication thar have rot
beew reparted?

c. Whar additional consequences are possible in the event of a plutonium reiease?

2. Gallium concentrations will have 1o be below 100 parts per million far the plitonium
ovide feed. DOE has not explained in a decision document why gallium reduciion must
accur and the procesves required to reduce it. The questions DOE must answer as they
pertain 1o gollium {and other impurities) are:

26
a. What additional cosis are incurred 10 prepare plutonivi cxide for the MOX fuel feed that
is ot found in the immobilizetion eption and which has rot been reported?

b. What additional risks to workers and the environment dare created with gallium reduciion
processes?

guantities of plutonium. ANL-W, LANL, LLNL, as well as Hanford and SRS,
are candidates for lead assembly activities in the SPD EIS because they ha
existing capabilities and facilities that could support these activities.
ANL-W and ORNL are candidates for postirradiation examination in the
SPD EIS because they have existing capabilities and facilities that coul
support these activities.

The LANL storage facilities mentioned by the commentor are covered unde|
the Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement on the Continued
Operation of the Los Alamos National LaboratqyOE/EIS-0238,
January 1999) and are not part of the surplus plutonium disposition progranp
All of the MOX fuel activities being pursued at LANL were discussed in
the Pit Disassembly and Conversion Demonstration. EAhe
interrelationships of the referenced documents are described in Section 1,
of this SPD EIS.

FD336-25 MOX Approach

Reactor-grade and weapons-grade plutonium are chemically
indistinguishable. The difference is isotopic: there is less plutonium 239
(and therefore more plutonium 240) in reactor-grade plutonium than in
plutonium that was produced for use in weapons. However, sincq
plutonium 240 is not fissile, it is the amount of plutonium 239 that dominated
criticality concerns. This SPD EIS analyzes the potential impacts of the
proposed actions. Therefore, analyses of criticality risks during MOX fuel
fabrication, as well as all other SPD EIS analyses, reflect the isotopig
content, plutonium concentrations, physical attributes, and other paramete
specific to the materials, facilities, and sites under consideration. Th

reactor-specific analyses in the revised Section 4.28 for both routinI
operation and postulated accidents use source terms that reflect the propos
MOX fuel component of the reactor cores.

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EIS
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contains environmental impact data and does not address the costs associgted
with the various alternatives. Response FD336-10 discusses the separate

cost reports associated with this EIS.
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FD336-26 Plutonium Polishing and Aqueous Processing

The degree of removal of impurities would depend on the MOX fuel
specification. Gallium and tramp impurities would not have to be removed
if the plutonium dioxide from the pit conversion facility were going to be
used in the immobilization facility. DOE has included plutonium polishing
as a component of the MOX facility to ensure adequate gallium and impurity
removal from the plutonium dioxide. Section 2.4.3 and the hybrid
alternatives analyses in Chapter 4 of Volume | were revised to include
discussion of plutonium polishing.

Response FD336-10 discusses the separate cost reports associated
this EIS. The additional risks associated with plutonium polishing in the
MOX facility were added to the Human Health Risk and Facility Accidents
sections of Chapter 4 (e.g., see Sections 4.3.2.4 and 4.3.2.5). Galliu
presence in appreciable concentrations is a concern both in the fabricati
of MOX fuel through possible interference of the sintering process of
uranium and plutonium oxides, and in fuel performance by increasing th
potential for corrosion and embrittlement of the fuel cladding.
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STAND Comment #11, Page 12 of 19

e. What are tha consequences of higher levels of gallivm in the MOX fuel during reacior
aperation?

3. The facility is "not planned for kigh degrees of aulomation.* This raises the critical issues
of heightened worker exposure i americium and fine-grained pluionium oxide dust. DOE
must answert the following quastions within the scope of the SFDEIS:

a. What is the difference in costs beiween a st of the art highly automated MOX facility
that protects worker health and safety and a labor intensive MOX jacility thai places warkers
at higher risks?

b Why is the DOE proposing, in the feasibility assessmeny, a facility without high degrees
of automation? What is DOE proposing in the SPDEIS?

c. What are the differences in risks to workers in the MOX facility ai varying levels of
automation? DOE must clearly explain ihe differences inradiation expasures at each work
saation, the mimber of work stations required, and the number of work stations that handle
the plutonium oxide and depleted uranium oxide powders.”

In the Final SPDEIS, DOR should eddress these questions.

C. “The role of the NRC has been difficult 10 ascertain. Part ywo of the feastbility assessment
siates that the MOX facility will be iicensed by the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission.

Why did DOE fail i involve the NRC in ihis assessment and invalve the agency in the
decision process at the earliest possible opportunity? Why were representatives from
Eurapean privais and state awned corporarions invalved with this process while the legally
responsible U.S. Agency was excluded?

Under NEPA, DOE is reguired to consull with and obtain the comments of "uny Federal
agency which has jurisdiction by law or special expertise with respect 10 anry environmental
impact involved. " No comments by the NRC are published in Volume 4 of the § & D PEIS.
This is an obvious NEPA viotation because the NRC hos special expertise, DOE admitted
aduiring the PEIS process that NRC will be a licensing agency, and muclear regciors re gulated
by NRCwill burn thie MOX fuel. In the NOI, the role of the NRC remains unidentified.
Since the NRC will be responsible for regularing bath a MOX fuel fabrication facility and
MOX fuel irradiation, why 1s the critical vole of NRC left undefined?”

DOE sddressed the role of the NRC in the Draft SPDEIS. The NRC has provided substantial
comments during meetings with DOE OFMD officials in the past year. These comments should
be referenced in the Final SPDEIS.

27

28

FD336-27 Human Health Risk

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concerns about occupational exposur|
related to the degree of automation of the MOX facility. Appropriate
automation would be used at the MOX facility and worker exposures would

be kept as low as is reasonably achievable. DCS’s experience in EuroiQ

shows that worker exposure is much lower than that reported in th
SPD Draft EIS. As shown in the Human Health Risk sections in Chapter 4 g
\olume | related to the MOX facility and in Appendix J (e.g., Table J-11), the
average worker dose was revised to 65 mrem/yr from 500 mrem/yr. The co
difference between a highly automated MOX facility and the facility design
presented in this SPD EIS has not been quantified.

The analyses presented in Chapter 4 indicate that the MOX facility would b4
operated in a manner that would minimize worker exposure. Itis not possibl
at this point to describe every glovebox station in the MOX facility becauss
its design is still evolving; however, it is known that certain processes
(e.g., plutonium dioxide/depleted uranium dioxide blending) could resultin

higher occupational exposures than others. As explained in Chapter 4 an

Appendix J, doses for all operations would be kept well below the Feders
limit of 5,000 mrem/yr, and an ALARA program would ensure that doses arg
reduced to levels that are as low as is reasonably achievable.

FD336-28 NRC Licensing

NRC's role is defined. The MOX facility would be licensed by NRC under
10 CFR 70Domestic Licensing of Special Nuclear MateriddRC will
continue to be responsible for licensing the reactors that would use MO
fuel, and as such would have to approve the use of MOX fuel through th
license amendment process (10 CFR 50.90). Early in the preparation
the Storage and Disposition PEERd this SPD EIS, DOE invited NRC to
be a cooperating agency for the surplus weapons-usable fissile materig
program. NRC declined the offer in favor of being a commenting agency
DOE is conducting regular meetings with NRC on the MOX approach,
including fuel design and qualification.

L.
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STAND Comment #11, Page 13 of 19

D. “In the feasibility assessmeni, DOE proved it is perfectly capable of pr 7 il
materials in an orderly, wniform, and coherent format, It wuld be very easy for DOE !o
assess occupational safery within the context of this existing framework

In Volume 2, part 3, "The Generic MOX fuel fabrication process,” ihiriy four work siations
are ident{fied for the emire fabrication process. For each work station, DOE should answer
e fallwinx q‘wmon.r in plaiz and simple language, A complex table fiiled with deta in

1 tnble, as is average worker doses. Worksrs should be made
Seelly aware of the btawn and potential riske of working in a MOX facility.

1. What is the expected range of radiological exposure under normal and abnormal cperating
condittons? Aecording to European MOX Fuel Fabricators, meaximum ard average radiation
doses are significcouly higher than the average reported by DOE in the S&D FEIS:

4 “siaged dose assessment” at BNFL's Sellafield MOX Plans reported plenn averages
of 1.5 rem/vear with "high marunl invelvemant.”

Belgonucleaire reported that maximum exposures ranging from 4.7 remsiyear 1o 1.4
remshear between 1987 and 1996 at the PO MOX plant. This figure is nearly six
times higher than the prajected average reported by DOE in the PEIS. Belgonucleaire
exceeded, until 1996, BNF!. and Siemens Radiological Standards and Criteria, and
DOE admiristrative limits,

Si reporied a proposid effective equivalent dose of 1 rem per year (10
msviyear).

How do DOE's estimates, which are admittedly for a more labor intensive facilily,
compare 1o estimates and working knowledge from Europe?

2. Which stations will involve working with oxide powders and whai increased risks of
iishalation and ingestion will ifese workers have relative to other work stations? Haw much
"very light and fluffy" powder would have 1o be inkalad fo cause acute healtr effects,
chronic adverse healih effects, or a high risk of cancer?

3, Whick stations will involye working with MOX scrap materials and dry contaminated
waste, and what ave the increased and associated risks of working with these specific
manerials?

4. What gptions are avatlabie 1o lower all these risks if increased automation was available?™

In the Draft SPDEIS, DOE presentsd cumbersome tables burdened with irrelevant and redundant
scientific notation, and neglected to address the range of radiation exposures in s MOX plant. In
the Fina! SPDEIS, DOE should address these issues.

29

30

FD336-29 Human Health Risk

The worker dose given in this SPD EIS was revised based on France’s MELOK
plant operating experience.

The higher worker doses quoted by the commentor are associated with
European MOX facilities that handle reprocessed irradiated plutonium
which has a much higher dose conversion factor due to trace amounts pf
fission products in addition to a different plutonium isotopic spectra thar]
that associated with weapons-grade material. For comparison, the sarpe
amount of unirradiated plutonium, such as that being proposed for thp
U.S. MOX facility, would have a dose conversion factor of about 75 percen
less. It would therefore be expected that these worker doses would e
higher than those resulting from the handling of unirradiated weapons-grade
plutonium at the proposed MOX facility.

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response FD336-27.

FD336-30 Human Health Risk

The total predicted numbers of adverse health effects from working with
plutonium, including plutonium in powder form, scrap materials, and dry
contaminated waste , are included in the Human Health Risk sections ¢
Chapter 4 of Volume | related to the MOX facility and in Appendix J (e.g.,
Table J-11). Less than 0.1 additional fatal cancers would be expected ama
workers from MOX facility operations over a 10-year period. Workers
are protected against the inhalation of plutonium because glovebo
operations are involved and the workers wear masks. During this san
10-year period, no additional fatal cancers would be expected from MO
facility normal operations in the general population. The amount of
plutonium that would have to be inhaled to cause an LCF is about 0.00005
(5 one-hundred thousands of a gram), depending on the isotope mixtun
However, since the amount of plutonium inhaled by workers or the generdg
population from the operation of the proposed surplus plutonium dispositiof
facilities is significantly less than this, no LCFs from plutonium inhalation
are expected.

J°"
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STAND Comunent #11, Page 14 of 19

E. “The feasibility assessment features a large mumber of technical poinis that raise additional
gutestions thar should be answered in the SFDEIS, such as:

1. How many plutonium procaising steps are required within a MOX fuel fabrication faciliy
that are not required in a vitrification facility?

2, MOX fuei materials will unkier go frequent sampling and laboratory testing, For all

ry labaratory what mech s will be in place to insure quality
control of critieal measurements such as gallium content, isotopic rafios, fuel rod damages?
What measures are mecessary o assure proper accounting of plutonium?

3. The first blend of MOX juel will regrire approximately 30% plutanium (o “assure Pu
Isotopic homogeneity, " Has this process been used before? What is the possibility of the
identified altermative of extensive Pu blending being necessary? What addiuonal risks to
workers and operational costs would be incurred under the Pu blending alfernative?

4. A fen percent "rewark” factor is assumed throughout the proeess. At what poirit would
a higher rework factor reguire that the MOX powdsr be "scrapped” end require
immobilivation? What is the uffect of this rework on occupatlonal safety?

3. What particie sizes are necessary lo oblain uniform and homogenous MOKX fue! biend
required for commercial use? During process of the master blend, the powders are referred
10 as "very light and fluff.” What site particles will be involved al this "very light and
Juffy” stage? What size particles are anticipated once the pore former, binder, and lubricant
are added? How dues this particle size, at each processing swep, compare 1o the requirements
for immabiiization?

6. During sintering operations, a temperature of 1800 degrees centigrade inan
argon/hydragen environment is reported as required i volatilize undzsirable materials. How
is this temperature reguiated? What would be the consequences of keating the MOX fuel
pellets at higher temperaturas? What are the risks associated with argon emd hydrogen at
these temperatures?

7. What is "grinder swarf?" What is the compasition of this material and are ihere ary
addifionad hazards handfing it?

8. What is the composition of "dirty Scrap” which wauld accumulate during the jabrication
process?

9. Accerding to the assessment, dirty serap would require either immobilization, siorage, or
chemicel yeprocessing (to refrievo the phutonium). What is DOE's proferred alternative jor
disposition of this dirty scrap? If immobilization is preferved, what steps wawid be
necessary, if any. fo prepare the scrap?

31

Concerning the commentor’s question about increased automation, the MO
facility design is subject to modifications during the design and constructior]
process. Madifications, including automation, may be made, as appropriat
to reduce radiation exposures and to optimize equipment placement arj
process flow. All proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities, including

the MOX facility, would incorporate design features and be operated in g
manner that reduces doses to workers and the public to ALARA levels.

B

Although the format of the radiological impact data is the same among
alternatives, there is no explicit redundancy in the information.

FD336-31 MOX Approach

The processing steps involved in the immobilization of surplus plutonium
are given in Section 2.4.2, and those involved in the fabrication of MOX
fuel are given in Section 2.4.3. A comparison of the number of processin
steps would not be appropriate because a nhumber does not provide

indication of the complexity of the process and the potential
environmental impacts.

DOE would implement quality assurance and safeguards (material contrd
and accountability) procedures at each of the proposed surplus plutoniu
disposition facilities. DOE has implemented a quality assurance progral
for the entire fissile materials disposition program in accordance with
DOE Order 414.1. This quality assurance program will be expanded by
DCS into detailed plans for each step of the disposition process. Additiond
safeguards may be added or modified as required, especially those need
to support international inspections.

[17]

As explained in Section 2.4.3.2, MOX fuel fabrication would begin with

blending and milling the plutonium dioxide powder to ensure general
consistency in enrichment and isotopic concentration. The uranium ang
plutonium powders would be blended and milled together to ensure unifornm
distribution of the plutonium in the MOX, and to adjust the particle size of
the MOX powder. The MOX powder would then be made into pellets by

pressing the powder into shape, sintering (baking at high temperature) tte

formed pellets, and grinding the sintered pellets to the proper dimension$.
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Materials and pellets would be inspected at each stage, and any rejected
materials would be returned to the process for reuse. All operations would
be performed in sealed gloveboxes with inert atmospheres. Sintering
furnaces would also be sealed, and offgases would be filtered and monitorgd
prior to release to the atmosphere. Because blending is planned for all the
plutonium dioxide, the risks are reflected in the Human Health Risk section
in Chapter 4 of Volume | related to the MOX facility and in Appendix J.

Costs associated with the MOX facility are contained in a separate repoy
as discussed in response FD336-10.

v)

—+

The 10 percent rework factor is a conservative estimate established o
determine potential environmental impacts. It is not expected that th
fabrication of MOX fuel would result in that amount of rework because the
technologies used in this process are well known in industrial-scalé
operation. The human health risk of reworking 10 percent of the feedl
material are included in the overall risks reported in the Human Health
Risk sections of Chapter 4 related to the MOX facility and in Appendix J.

1%

The Request for Proposals specified that plutonium dioxide patrticle sizgs
would range from 1 to 100 microns. However, the decision to include thg
plutonium-polishing process in the MOX facility has essentially eliminated
particle size requirements for the plutonium dioxide feed. The
immobilization feed particle sizes are expected to range from 1 td
100 microns, although during processing, the particle size would be reducs
to less than 20 microns (nominally 1 to 3 micron mean diameter).

SRIWOD

A very narrow temperature range during sintering is required to produc
uniform MOX fuel pellets that meet specifications. The temperature rangg
would be controlled through standard mechanisms, including continug
temperature measurement, automatic regulation of the heat source, a
cooling mechanisms. These are standard industrial temperature cont
mechanisms used by industries that require high temperatures in th
operations. The specific mechanisms, controls, equipment, an
instrumentation would be selected during facility design. There are n
safety concerns specific to the use of argon and hydrogen at the temperatu
necessary for MOX fuel pellet production, only those related to an
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high-temperature operation. Heating MOX fuel pellets at a temperature highd
than 1,800 C (3,272 F) would not necessarily have any associate
consequences. However, there is always the potential for pellets to b
out of specification, even when all process parameters are mef.
Out-of-specification pellets can be recycled by returning them to the
appropriate stage of the MOX fuel fabrication process.

The term “grinder swarf’ as used in tReasibility Assessmengfers to
MOX fuel material that results from grinding the sintered fuel pellets in a
grinder to a uniform size. This material would be collected and recycled in
the fuel fabrication process.

The term “dirty scrap” as used in tReasibility Assessmeist MOX fuel

material that has become mixed with non-fuel material during processing
or fabrication, and therefore, cannot be recycled as clean scrap. Howev¢
adding the plutonium-polishing process to the MOX facility makes this
material amenable to recycling. DOE'’s preference is to recycle the noming
amount of “dirty scrap” expected to be generated during MOX fuel
fabrication this way. If larger than expected quantities of “dirty scrap” are
generated during MOX fuel fabrication, this material would be immobilized,
rather than recycled, to avoid creating the larger amounts of wastes th
would be associated with processing the material through the plutonium}
polishing step.
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STAND Comment »11, Page 15 of 19

10. DOE has consistently stated that a ary fuel fabrication process is desirable. 1t has not
specifically explained the risks associared with existing wet processing technologies, or

explained the differences between existing technologies. What is the possibility of an 32
g process b ing necessary? What increased risk (o workers is there for using dry
pracesses?

11, There are several references to liguid waste in the feasibility assessmpr, In Volume 2,
part 6, equipment s Identified as necessary for "liquid wasie ar coniainment and ligwid
waste treatment.” In Appendix: D, tiere is reference to an emall messaga 1o "assume
cormaminared liquid wasie generation is 5 liters/monih,” What is the composition of this 33
liqutd waste and was it reported in aroifier format in the S&D PEIS? Exactly haw much
liquid waste will there be that was not reported.”

In the Draft SPDEIS, DOE did not address these issues and failed to adequately compare MOX
to immobilization. In the Finel SPDEIS, DOE must address these issues in order ta provide the
required comparison between MOX and immobilization.

XII. During the scoping period STAND wrote, in regard to plutenium pit disassembly
and conversion:

A, “While disposition discussron has focused on MOX fuel and immobilization techiologies, the
acticn common to both aliernatives--plutonium pit conversion/disassembly (pit corversion)--
is characterised By an assortment of unanswered questions and 12chnical difficulties.

Ironically, while DOE touts it dual track strategy for plutonium disposition, it is firmly
commitled to a singie track sirategy for pit conversion. DOE's sole alternative for pit
canversion is the Advanced Recovery and Integrated Extraction Sysiem (4RIES). To dare,
DOE has not aralyzed the fill range of reasonabie alternatives, has failed to identify the full
range of alternatives, and has even failed 1o analyze the range of subaliernatives wiihin the
ARIES aliernative. In spite of abundant evidence 1o the conirary, DOE kas mistakenly 34
presented ARIES as common 1o all aliernatives. In reality, ARIES or other pit conversian
rechnologies have reg thai are specific 10 the MOX option, and this reality diciates
that pit conversion not be analyzed as a common activity.

There are two primary issues associated with the existing inadequate conalysis which dictate a
reevaluation of pit conversioin:

L. The presence of gallium and other impurities in wedpons grade plutcnium, which was
reporied during the S&D PE/S pracess but nof incorporated into the S&tD PEIS anulysis.

The SPDE!S will require a reanalysis of pit conversion la incarporate the following issues as
they pertain 1o galliurm and cther imprerittos whihin afl pis conversion alternatives,

FD336-32 Plutonium Polishing and Aqueous Processing

As discussed in response FD336—6, DOE has added a plutonium-polishirg
process in the MOX facility. The risks associated with this process ar¢
included in the Human Health Risk and Facility Accidents sections in
Chapter 4 of Volume | related to the MOX facility and in Appendixes J
and K.

The desirability of a dry process stems primarily from its modern nature
Wet processing, while historically the predominant method used by DOE
is an older, less efficient and messier technology. The dry HYDOX systen,
a simpler and more easily controlled process, is the current standard fpr
new operations in the weapons complex. Metal dissolution via we
processing generates hydrogen at a rate controlled by acid concentratipn
and temperature, as opposed to the dry process where hydrogen introductfon
is precisely controlled by the quantity of feed. Since metal dissolution in]
acid is an exothermic process (i.e., generates heat), wet dissolution has a
multi-variable runaway reaction potential the dry process does not. Finally,
the use of heated, pressurized acids in a recirculation system has historicglly
led to significant leakage within gloveboxes over time. Coupled with the]
increased maintenance and repair loads of a wet process, this increages
worker risk even beyond the difficulties it poses to efficient process control
The risks of agqueous processing are detailed in the EIS.

After the plutonium metal has been rendered into a powder in the pif
conversion facility, this material is dissolved in the plutonium polishing
process to remove gallium in the MOX facility. This step involves the
classical processes used in wet processing recovery (e.g., ion exchan
precipitation, and calcination) with two important exceptions: plutonium
oxide does not generate hydrogen in dissolution and does not requi
pressurized recirculation of the dissolution acid. The potential accide
associated with the plutonium-polishing step are included in Appendix K.

Moo JUBWILWOD

FD336-33 Waste Management

The technical reports on which this SPD EIS is based provide liquid wast
generation rates. The introduction to Appendix H was revised to includ
these liquid waste generation rates. For all but nonhazardous wastes, D
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chose to combine the liquid and solid waste generation values into on
waste generation rate for ease of comparison with site waste generatid
numbers. Generation rates for contaminated liquid waste would generall
be small.

FD336-34 Plutonium Polishing and Aqueous Processing

As discussed in response FD336-10, the full range of reasonabl
alternatives for the disassembly of pits and conversion of the plutoniun
was analyzed in this SPD EIS. As discussed in response FD336—]
Sections 2.18 and 4.30 provide summary and incremental
impacts, respectively.
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STAND Comment #11, Page 16 of 19

& Since the phitonium oxide derived from pit conversion must be very pure jor MOX fuel
Jabrication, gallium must be reduced to very low Jevels (Tess than 100 parts per million) or
altogether remaved in order 1o fabricate MOX fuel. No stmilar requiremants have been
reported for conversion 1o plutonium oxide suitable for immabilization activities. DOE is
obligated v address iwo pit conversian subalternatives, one for the MOX fuel frack and one
Jor ithe immobilization track. The differences in time, costs, waste streams, risks, and
acewpational hazards between corversion for MOX fuel use and conversion for
immobilitation action must be identified and analyzed clearly and complercly. Failure to
identify and analvee the range of gffects associated with pit comversian will leave bath the
S&D PEIS and the SPLETS legally ard sclentifically msufficient.

k. Galiium reduction for MOX fuel use is unproven. DOE has placed all ils bets on

thermel treatment, a dry process, even though this technology has not even been tested ara
pilor stage. Nobady should be asked to accept an unproven technology.  The alernative 1o
therma! processing which wds reporred and discussed, buf not incorporated into the analysis,
is an aguegus process. Aquecws processing may be an undesiruble technology, bui if remains
a reasanable allernative unitil a proven dry process is develaped, tested, and proven suitable.
Without identifying a reasonabdie, though undesirable, alternaiive DOE failed (o fully analyze
the cumulative effects of its decision {o adopt the dual track sirategy.  The difference
between the n-action alternalive and the preferred alternative were tnacewrately reported in
the S&D PEIS. For the SPDEIS ta be credibie subalternatives must be daveloped for pit
conversion for MOX fuel:

a. Aqueous processing for guliium reduction.
b. Thermal processing for gallium reduction.

2. The ARIES pracess has yet to be tested at a pilot scale and is curreritly being analyzed at
the demonstration level. DOE has not idemtified and analyzed the full range af reasonable
alternatives if ARIES technology carmof be impiemented  The same issues and solulions
discussed above are applicatle here aswell. For the S&D PEIS 1o be credible, DOE is
obliguted to identify and analyze the full vange of reascnable aliernatives for pit conversion.

As pointed out numerous times, DOE has still not evaluated the full range of alternatives for
plutonium pit disassembly and conversion, and has still not conducted a comparative analysis
between the requirements and impacts for MOX versus immobilization. This should be addressed
in the Final SPDEIS.

B. Evenwithin the ARIES process there ure inany emerging issues and questions that DOE is
abligated to address. These include:
Why Is worker radiarion exposure now estimared to be af 300 miilirems per year, ay
reported by the Amaritle Navonal Resource Conter for Fluronivm in its secord
quarter, 1997 newsletter? This is a 150% increase above the 200 milirems per year
exposure documented in the S&D PEIS.

34

35

FD336-35 Pit Disassembly and Conversion

The worker dose estimate in titorage and Disposition PEIBas
preliminary. This estimate was revised in this SPD EIS to reflect a greatd
understanding of the pits that would be dismantled and the associated doges
connected with the dismantlement effort. This dose includes all of the
steps needed to dismantle the pits and to convert the plutonium to an oxiﬂe
I
t

=

during the operation at the proposed pit conversion facility (e.g., the Speci
Recovery Line). Section 2.4.1.2 was revised to more fully discuss the p
disassembly and conversion process.

—

The analyses presented in Chapter 4 of Volume | indicate that the p
conversion facility would be operated in a manner that would be in
compliance with all applicable regulations. The pit disassembly and
conversion process requires the handling of plutonium dioxide powder t¢
transfer it from the oxidation furnace crucible to a handling can in the canning
operation (which may include a blending step to declassify the powder).
Automation of these steps is being evaluated as part of the technolod
development program and will be instituted if it is determined that the dos¢
to the handler is too high.

S

As explained in Chapter 4 and Appendix J, doses for all operations would 4
kept well below the Federal limit of 5,000 mrem/yr and DOE’s administrative
limit of 2,000 mrem/yr. (The Pantex administrative limit, which is less than thg
2,000—mrem/yr DOE limit, might be exceeded unless modified if the pit|
conversion facility were sited there.) An ALARA program would ensure
that doses are reduced to levels that are as low as is reasonably achieval

The LANL documentEstimates of Staffing for the Pit Disassembly and
Conversion FacilitfLA-UR-97-1844, 1997), was one of the referenced
documents used to develop i Disassembly and Conversion Facility
Environmental Impact Statement Data Rep@ri&-UR-97-2907 through
2910, June 1998).
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STAND Comment #] I, Page 17 of 19
At eqch step of the ARIES process, what is the variability in worker exposure?

What steps in the ARIES process require workers 1o handle 1he phuonium oxide
powder?

What wastes are created at each siep of the ARIES process?

Sirice the NOL tor the SFOEIS was issued, "ARIES" has been exposed as unnecessary or all
plutorifum pits and as only a portion--not the whole—of a plutonium pit disassemnbly and
conversion operation. In the Final SPDEIS, these questions should be addressed in the context of
all PDCF activities, not just “ARIES” operations,

DOE should incorporate the LANL document Estimase of Steffing for the Pit Disussembly and
Conversion Facility into the Final SPDEIS. ;

XIIl. During the scoping pericd STAND wrote, in regard to the role of the ANRCP:

“The Amarilio National Resource Cenfer for Plutorium has functioned as a taxpayer funded
MOX lobbying consortium. As stated in aur previous commeniy and in o letter 1o Secretary
Pana an May 23, 1997, the ANRCP has used, and continues to use, DOE funds to influence
the site selection process cutside of ihe NEPA process.

The Qffice of Fissile Muteriais has written, in a June 13 letter 10 STAND of Amarillo,
PANAL, and Peace Farm, that the "Amarillo Nasional Kesource Center for Plutonium is
not advising the Department on site selection, has no role in the SPDEIS and does not
represent the Department in this regard." However, the ANRCF did bave a role in the S&D
PEIS. DOE must define how that roie influenced the ROD for the S&D FEIS, and how that
role affects the SFDETS.

This is a critical issue because the ANRCF has used DOE funds to act in a clear advacacy
role for siting all disposition facilifies at Pantex, and this role was again Hlluswrated at the
DOE workshap in Amarilio or June 12, 1997. At the workshop.

ANRCP funded economist Ray Perrymun presented comments in javor of locating ail
proposed faciiilies at Pantex, These comnients were also disiribuied from the
ANRCP workshop booth. The comments were based on an ANRCP repori, and thus

a DOE furded report, which concluded that Pantex is the best ecanomic choice for all
plutonium dispasition and siorage activities. What parellel studies with DOE funds
heve occurred for ather sites?

Ar ANRCP poster presentation did not even reference immobtlizalion as an opiion.
It seems that the ANRCP has forgotien ihat the "N" in ANRCP siands for "National",
and has failed to present the national implications of the disposition program.

35

36

FD336-36 DOE Policy

ANRCEP is a private entity funded and directed by the State of Texas usin
grant funds provided by DOE. The specific work they perform is the subjec
of agreement between ANRCP and the State of Texas. DOE (through th
Amarillo Area Office) provides oversight only on the terms and conditions of
the grant to the State of Texas. That oversight shows that the work bein
performed is within those terms. ANRCP has not and will not play a role in
the preparation of this SPD EIS nor does it represent DOE in any manng
Further, the reports, studies, statements, and presentations made by ANR
do not represent the position of DOE. For the above reasons, DOE ha
considered the commentor’s suggestion of parallel studies and has decid
they are not appropriate. Comments from ANRCP were treated the sanj
as any other comment on the SPD Draft EIS.
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FD336-37 MOX Approach

DOE did consider past performance along with past experience in awarding
the MOX fuel fabrication and irradiation services contract. DOE's NEPA

STAND Comment #11, Page 18 of 19 implementing regulations in 10 CFR 1021 contain a specific provision,
Since the hearings, ANRCP has confinued 1o misirgorm the pubiic, In the Volme I, Issue Section 216, Wh_iCh gllows contracts to be let contingent on complgtion of thp
Il ANRCP mewsletter, “aquaous processing” is fatsely defined as processing with water. NEPA process, in this case the SPD EIS ROD. This section requires DOE fo
ANRCP cantinually fails to inform areq residents as to what aquecus pracessing and . . ;
chewiteal dissolution really means, resulting in a controversial issue being dangerously phase contract work in a way that will allow the NEPA review process to bd
understaied. completed in advance of a go/no-go decision. In the case of this SPD EI§,
In the same issue, ANRCP implis that glove box operdtions are  new iechnology, and stares the go/no-go decision will be determined by which alternative is selected by
shat the ARIES process will produce a “minimal amount of wasie” and have safety the decisionmaker. In accordance with 10 CFR 1021.216, DOE prepared apd
precavtions that would keep warker radiation exgasure fo @ "minimal level. " Al no time has K X .. . . . . ,
tha ANRCP informed the public what @ "mirmal” wasie Streum is. provided an Environmental Critique, including information on DCS'’s Europear
DOE must recognize and wake inics aceount the fuct vhat ANRCP's activities strongly MOX. experience, to the source selection board. The critique documents tfe
cantribute to a public bias towards Pantex as a disposition site, and MOX as a dispasition consideration given to environmental factors and records the relevant
gption. Ta correct for the blatant violarions of the NEPA process ineurred by the ANRCP, . . i
DOE should consicer funding parallel studivs uf ail candidate sites to compare the results of environmental consequences of reasonable alternatives have been evalugted
taxpayer finded research sponsored by ANRCP. Another valid option is for DOE io 36 in the selection process. Until the decision is announced in the ROD, no
completely disregard all ingut froni the ANRCP in the SPDETS. . i . s
substantive design work or construction can be started on the MOX facility.
These comments continue to adequately reflect the problematic nature of a publicly funded H ; B
advocacy group disrupting the NEPA process. Since these comments were submitted the DOE then prepajr.ed an Enwronmental SynopS|s O.I’] the basis _Of the
ANRCE completed a “Preliminary Comparative Risk Asseasenent” that falled 10 incorporate Environmental Critique which was released to the public as Appendix P of
g‘;:é‘;;ﬁ;‘;f,ﬂ':ﬁ:’;‘,’g;ﬁ"ﬂd‘“g and inaccurate portreyl of proposed platonium theSupplement to the SPD Draft EtS\pril 1999. During the 45-day period
998 oublc o, DOE fomded ANRCE ermp ’ for public comment on th&upplementDOE held a public hearing in
At the August 1 ublic hearings in Amarillo, -funde employees and contractors . ..
provided substnntia!gommantu on the issues. Thesc comments should be counted as DOE WaShlngton, D.C., on June 15, 1999, and invited comments. RESDOHSGS 19
comments, ot public comments, as they were funded by the Department of Energy. those comments are provided in Volume IlI, Chapter 4. 3
. » . 3
STAND believes that the $56 million of DOE funds spent on the ANRCP should be incorporated . . . .
into DOE"s Cost Analysis report. $2§ million should be added to the “oparating costs” estimate All comments received on the SPD Draft EIS were given equal consideratiot] g
for siting a plutonium pit disassembly and conversion facllity at Pantex, and another $25 million H i
ol 1o tha “apereting et for a MOX facl fbrication iy, DOE has prepar_ed this SPD EIS by carefully_ obtaining pomparable data on 5
of the alternatives, analyzing the data in a consistent manner usin
XIV. Duriag the scoping period STAND wrote, in regard io the role of the European well-recognized and accepted procedures, and presenting the results in a {
plutonium industry:

and open manner.
“Representatives ¢y the Evrgpean MOX and plutonium fuel industry have exerted considerable

1o lobby the American public and DOE 1a mave forward on the MOX option. DOE . . . - . . .
;Zriﬁﬁnmfed{hm vo;::;ia::::ar;tizat counter r;:;'s:;ve a/pufz?mu,_ £ 37 DOE has been actively pursuing immobilization options. Meetings havd

been held with European vitrification experts to gain their insights.

DOE has defined the European MOX indurtry strictly in tarms of its experience level 1o the
absolute exclusion of its operational record European MOX Industry representarives have
even acted as paid consultanis fo DOE,
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STAND Comment #11, Page 19 of 19

This activity indicotes a clear bios towards the MOX option that suggests that DOE is not
sincerely considering a full immobilization alternauve. After all, COGEMA and BNFL have
substantial experience in vivification, yet DUE is not consuiting these companies on
vitrlfication issues. For DOE to compensate for this bias towards MOX, u must objectively
address the Jollowing issues end questions vegarding European MOX experience in this EIS-

How much opposition to MOX fuel faErication and utilization in E urgpe is there?
What are the primary arguments cilizens have set forth in opposition o MOX
Ewrope?

Why have two large MOX fobrication facilities—the Belyomeleaive Pl plant and the
Siemens "new” Hanau plant-failed to obtzin licenses during this decade?

Why did the old Hanau plant aperated by Siemens close in the early 1990's? How
marty aecidents occurred at thas plant during its aperationa! history, and how many 37
workers were contaminated with radivlogical maserials?

“What real impacts to air, water, and sofl kave European MOX farilities had in the
t 30 years? DOE should obrain and make public annual data an emissions and
discharges of radioactive and norradivactive hazardous subsiances frum these plants.

Wha differences. in the regulatory framawork-licensing, polfution limits, worker and
public exposure to plont pollutanis—exist between the United States and nations which
Jabrivate endior use MOX fuel?”

In the Draft SPDEIS, DOE only cited published documents from academic and trade journals to
document the European MOX industry experience. This is an insufficient approach, and DOE
should address these questions in the Final SPDEIS by obtaining and making public pertinent
information oa the Evropean MOX industry as a candition for thoss companies doing business as
DOE contractors.

Sincerely,

L

Den Moniak
Program Director
STAND of Arnanillo
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Re: NEPA AND PLGTONIUM PIT STORAGE
AT THE PANTEX NUCLEAR WEAFONS PLANT

Office of Fiswile Materials Management
U.S. Department of Energy

H00 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, D.C 20585

Deer Department ol Energy, Office of Fisstie Materials Management

The Department of Enetgy continues 1o store plutoniut pits at the Pantex plant in containers
unsuitable for long-term storage and in facilities that mostly lack required environmental controls
and that are. considered “uasceeptable” by Pantex officials. Since DOE’s National Labs consider
“entended slorage” to be greater than five years {se¢ Background, Section IlI}, most plutonium
storage #t anitex should be defined as “long-term” rather than “interim.” DOE's major cfforts to
improve thy safety of long-term storage of plutonium pits at Pantex have not materialized, and
DOE is formulating plans and proposals in resp to its failure to implement its storage

decisions, but without required public input:

1. “Interio® vs. “Long-term™ Storage of Plutonium at Pantex.

A. Interim Storage of pm at Pantex is presently coversd by the Record of Decision (ROD) for
the Firnal Ei [ Impact Si jJor the Continued Operation of the Panvex Plant and 1
Associated Storage of Nuclear Weapon Components (Pantex EIS) and referenced in the Siorage
and Disposition.of Weapony-Usable Fissile Materials Final ngrmnmmc Impacr Sratemcm
(SD-PEIS) and the Stockpile Stewardship and M Progr Envir

Impact Statement (SSM-PEIS). Tiering of the Draft SPDEIS io these documents cantiot ocer
without a supplemental EIS for long-term phatonium pit storage.

1. The Parcex EIS only addressed storage of pits fiom dismantlement activities, and not from
ather sites.

2. According to the Pantex EIS, “Interim storage does not refer to a timie frame, but rather to the
interval of time that will occur untjl a Record of Decision (RODY is made on long tenm storege
and the site and Facilities in that ROD are ready to receive the pits. The decision on the site and
facilities for long-term storage will be based on the SD-PEIS.” (Page 1-10)

CONFIDENTIAL DRAFT

7106 W. 34th Ave. Suits £ - Amariite, TX 73102 FAX (808) 355-3837

(806} 356-2622

FD337

documented in th8upplement Analysis for: Final Environmental Impact
Statement for the Continued Operation of the Pantex Plant and
Associated Storage of Nuclear Weapon Components—AL—-R8 Seal
Insert ContainergAugust 1998). This document is on the MD Web site
at http://www.doe-md.com. Based on this supplement analysis, the decisidg
was made to repackage pits at Pantex into the AL—R8 sealed insert contai
and to discontinue plans to repackage pits into the AT-400A container.

Worker exposure estimates attributable to the decision to repackage pits
AL-R8 sealed insert containers were incorporated in the revised Section 2.
and Appendix L.5.1.

Don Moniak
Pace 1oF 11
FD337-1 Storage and Disposition PEIS and ROD

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern regarding the storage ¢f

plutonium pits at Pantex. DOE is committed to the safe, secure storage pf

STAND of Amarillo, Inc. pits and is evaluating options for upgrades to Pantex Zone 4 facilities tp

September 28, 1998 address plutonium storage requirements. DOE has addressed some of fhe
_ STANDCOMMENTMD commentor’s concerns in an environmental review concerning thg
Surptus £ Dispastsion Draft £ { imporci 5 raft SPDEIS) repackaging of Pantex pits into a more robust container. This evaluation |s

N3
o

n
er

in
K]

The issues raised in this comment relate to pit storage decisions made in the

Storage and Disposition PEI&nd theFinal Environmental Impact
Statement for the Continued Operation of the Pantex Plant and
Associated Storage of Nuclear Weapon Compon@®fE/EIS-0225,
November 1996). DOE is considering leaving the repackaged surplus pi
in Zone 4 at Pantex for long-term storage. An appropriate environmentd
review will be conducted when the specific proposal for this change haj
been developed; addressing, for example, whether additional magazines nd
to be air-conditioned. The analysis in this SPD EIS assumes that the surpl
pits are stored in Zone 12 in accordance with the ROD fdsttirage and
Disposition PEIS

Q
o)

3

oq judw
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STAND Comment £10, Page 2 of 11

3 The coverage for the Pantex ELS was only for “interim storage requirements for pits rot
weapons dismantlement.” (Page 1-14), DOE also specified in the Pantex EIS, that, “the
proposed action in this EIS was designed to specifically to enicompass the interim storage of pits
fiom weapons dismantlement until such time a8 longer term decisions regarding storage and
disposition could be made and implemented.” (Page 1-14, 1-16).

4 Coverage for interim storage of Rocky Flats plutonium was covered in the context of
“cumulative impacts” for the preferred alternative in the SD-PEIS.

5. In the January 1997 ROD for the Pantex EIS, DOE selected Pantex for the interim starage of
up 1o 20,000 plutoniurh pits in Zone 4 bunkers, and rejected interim storage of plutonium pits st
ather sites based on transportation risks and cons.

6. Inthe Pantex EIS, DOE failod to conduct a “full and fair analysis of the significant
environmental impacts” (CFR1502.1) did not analyze reasonably foresecable significant adverse
impacts msch as the failure to impl the devision (CFR 1502.22.(b) (1), and amittod
known scientific information. (See also Bwkgmund Section IV.)

B. Long-term atorege of plutonium is covered in the ROD's for the SD-PEIS and SSM-PEIS, and
referenced in the Pantex EIS. The failure to implement the SD-PEIS RGD could be interpreted as
meaning thar plaronium storge at Pantes would remain defined as “interim.”

1. DOE confirmed that long-term storage of plutonium was only to be addressed in the SD-PEIS
(and also SSM PEIS). “Decisions on the fong-term storage of pits would be made in the RODs
of the PEIS's. A decision relating 1o the interim storage of pits at Pantex would be made i the
ROD of the Pantex EIS pendiog implementation of the selected long-term storage alternative(s).”
(SD-PEIS, Page 1-6, Page 1-7)

2. InFoowmote & of the SD-PEIS (Page 1-7), DOE wrote that: “If there iz o delay in
implementing the ROD's for either of the FEIS 's (for esmuple, delay due to the availabiiity and
construction of upgrades for jong-term storage facilitics), then there would be a need to makc &
decision on the location of interim ge of pits. The Pantex EIS has been completed with the
analysis of interim storage alternatives...to support & deciar lating to the storage of pits until &
long-tenm storage decision is made and implemented ” (Page 1-9)

3. Storage of RFETS at Pantex was considered only in the context of iong-term storage analyses
and the cumulutive impact of long-term RFETS plutonium storage on the interim storage of
plutcrdum from dismantlement at Pantex,

4, Inthe SD-PEIS ROD, DOE selected Pamicx as the long-term storage site for Pantex
plutonium pits from dismantlement activities, RFETS platonium pits, and SRS strategic
plmtonium pits. In the SD-PEES, DOE selecied cxisting facllities in Zone 12 at Pantcx for
long-term stotage following upgrades to those ‘facilities, and identified the AT-40CA as the
container in which all plutonium pits would be repackaged over a five yeur period.
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STAND Comment %12, Page 3 of 11

IL JUSTIFICATION FOR A SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT FOR LONG -TERM
STORAGE OF PLUTONIUM PITS

STAND belicvea the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) is in violation of the National
Environmental Policy Act {NEPA} for not conducting a supplemental EIS for long-term and
interim plutoninm pit sorags. In addition, DOE should not “charge” the costs of plutonium pit
repackaging to the operations costy for & Plutonium pit disassembly and conversion facility at
DOE candidate sites other than Pantex. DOE iz in violation of NEPA fer three specific reasons:

A. The ongoing transportation of plutenium pits from DOE's Racky Flats Environmental
Technology Site (RFETS) near Denver, Colorado to the Pantex Nuclear Weapons Plant near
Amarillo, Texas. Thiz action was proposed in the January 1997 Recard of Degision (ROD) for
the Storage and Disposition of Weapons-Useble Fissile Materials Final Prog ic Impact
Statement (8D-PEIS). Shipments of plutonium from RFETS to Pantex is in violation of NEPA
for insufficient enalysis and because it is only part of the long-term storage decision: that has not
been implemented. (see Background: RFETS Fu Shipmenty, Page 4)

B. Long- term storage activities at the Pantex plant that were not analyzed under NEPA  Since
existing Rocky Flats plotonium pits were moved in violation of NEPA, they are being atored in
viclation of NEPA. According to the SD-FEIS ROD, iony rerm storage of RFETS pluionivm &t
Pamtex was comtingent upen the implementation of {acility and container upgrades. These
upgredes have since been abandaned. Long- term storage and interim storage activities of Rocky
Fiats phatoium at Faotex activities ave ocourring at the Pantex plant that were not analyzed under
NEPA. (Se¢ Background: RF's Pu Interim Storage, Page 5)

Actions A and B are in violation of NEPA because;

- “NEPA progedures must insure that enviranmental information is availahte to public officials
and citizens before decisions are made and before ections arc taken” (CFR1500.1.(b))

- The actions are not covered by the existing program statement {CFR1506.1.(c))

- DOE has not prepared a supplemental Environmental Impact Statemert in responze to
“sybstantisl changes to the proposal or significant new circumstances of information.”
(CFR1021314.(a)).

C. DOE is propusing and nalyzing plans for Jorgeterm storage of plutonium at the Pantex plant
cutside of the WEPA process, which is in viclation of NEP A, requirements to

+ “integrate the NEPA process with ¢ther planning at the earliest possible time to in
planning and decisions reflect environmental values, 10 avoid delays later in the process, and to
head off potential conflicts.” (CFR1501.2).
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STAND Comment ¥12, Page 4 of 11

- “bogin its NEPA review a3 soun as possible after the time that DOE proposes an action or is
presentad with proposal.”

« “Agencies shall not commit resources prejudicing selection of alternatives before making s final
decision.™ (CFR1502.2.{f}).

{see Background: Long-Term Plutonium Pit Storage Plans, Page 8)

A. Background: RFETS Pu Shipments

Fast and on-going tranaport of plutenium pits from DOE's Rocky Fiafs Environmental

Techuology Site {RFETS) near Denver, Calarade to the Pantex Nuclear Weapons Plant

nexr Amarifto, Texss is a violation of NEPA. This action was proposed in the January 1997
Record of Decision for the Storage and Disposition of Weapons-Usable Fissile Matetials Final
Programmatic Lmpact Statement.

1. “The analysis of the effocts of transport from Rocky Flats to Pantex was incomplete in the
SD-PEIS, and some effects were not analyzed.

& The future of the plutonium pits at Rocky Flats was snalyzed within the context of the
SD-PEIS. In the Pantex EIS, which only covered plutorium from dismantlement activities,
DOE wrote that, “the envi atal impact iated with transferring surplus pits from RF"s to
Pentex, inchzding the impacts of their storage at Pantex Plat, will be inclused in the Final SD
PELS.” (Page 1-15) Furthenmore, DOE wrole that the propased action in the Pantex EIS

“would not requirs additional intersite trapsportation.” (Page 3-24)

b. Inthe SD-PEIS, DOE wrate that, “The intersite irensportation analyeis for shipment of the
RFETS Pu to Pantex is given in Section 4.4 of this PEIS for both workers and the public® {Page
4-53}.

<. The only indication of an intersite transportation ennlysis in the SD-PLIS is & single “summary
table” (Tabls 4.4.3.2-1) presented in Section 4.4 and titled: "Total potentiat fatalitics from
intersite trarsportation activities for the preferred altemnative for storage.” (Page 4-821). This
same wble is refersnced and repeated in Section 4.6, pages 4-892-893

d. Inthe SD-PEIS, DOE wrote that, in regard to intersite transfers, “supporting anatyses and
information ace contained in Appendix G.” (Page4-821. Q-1)

e. DOE stated Appendix G in the SD-PEIS “provides estimated health risks from the transport of
najerialy, hscorival shipment data for the affected shey, and ovher supporting documentation.”
(Page G-1).
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STAND Comment #12, Page 5 of 11

£ In Appendix G, there is no supporting documentation for transportation of plutonium from
RFETS 10 Parttex or other sites. Appendix G only containg historical intersite shipment datz.

3 .A_ppmdix G does not provide estimates of actual radiological exposures to maximum exposed
individuals or the sverage exposures 1o people along the transportation routes.

h. While Appendix G provides a substantial assessment of the risks of transportation for MOX
fuel fabrication in Burope, it does not provids stuivalent amalyses for intersite transportation of
plutonium oits or non-pit plutonium. There are no aceid lyses nf on-the-road
transportation risks.

i. Appendix M does not contain any analyses of on-the-road transportation risks only a bounding
analysis for wtcasite moverrient of plutenivum,

j- In the Pentex EIS, DOE evaluared the radiological exposure and health risk from shipping
8,000 plutenium pits and shipping 20,000 plutanium pits from Pantex to potential interim storage
sites. (Seclion 4.156.4.1, Pages 4-232 to 4.234). No equivalent anzlyses for radiological
expasure Was conducted for transporation of RF's plutonium to Pantex. DOE also provided
supporting documentation and analyses in Appendix F of the Pantex EIS For all intersite
shipments of nuclear materials. ’

B. Background: RFETS Pu Interim Storage

Interim storage of Rocky Flaty plutgnipm is gecarring af Pantes although the siorage
nctivities do pot involve these activities mecessary to implement the SD-PEIS ROD. Long-
term storage and interim storage activities of Rocky Flats plutonlum at Pantex activides
are occurring at the Pantes plant that were rot analyzed vnder NEFA. ( The faflure to
implement long-term storage ROD has alse resulted in the disposition transpertation
analyses being invalid at this time.)

1. Rocky Flats plutonium pits were moved in violation of NEFA, and are being atered in
violation ol NEPA.

2, Analyst in the SD-PEIS was for long-term storage of plutoniom pita presently at Rocky Flats,
not for intecim storage of Rocky Flats plutonium.

3. The Paniex EIS only addressed interim storrge of plutonium pits resalting from the
dismartlement of nuclear weapona, and not plutonium from other sites

[n the Pantex EIS, DOE wrote that, “the environmental impact associated with transferring
surplus pits from RF's 1o Panter, ingluding the impagis of their ge ot Panten Plant, will be

inoluded in the Final SD PEIS.” (Page 1-15)
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STAND Comment #12, Page 6 of 11

4. The Pantex EIS only addressed the cumutative impacts of the SD-PEIS ultemnative far
long-term sterage of Rocky Flats Pu pits.

The final 3D-PEIS will comcain anglyses of RFETS alternative, including “intersite transportation,
packaging opetations at both RFETS and Pantex plant, storage of the pits, first in Zone 4 and
then in Zone 12, and intrasite transportation from Zane 4 fo Zone 12. The snvironmental impacts
of ita action have been added to this cumulative impact discussion in Chapter 4 of this Final E18.”
(Poge 1-15)

5. Thereis no NEPA analysis for interim storage of RFETS plutonium pits. According to the
SD-PEIS, Interim Stordge of Rocky Flaty plutonium was to addressed in the RFETS “Interim
Storage of Plutonium at the Rocky Flats Envirenmental Technology Site EIS ” (Page 1-9),
There is ne document prepared or being prepared

6. According to the SD-PEIS, the supporting documentation for storage of RFETS Pu at Pantex
i covered :n Appendix { of the SD-PEIS, "storage and intrasile transpartation (at Pantex} of
RFETS pits at Zone 4 West is described in Appendix Q. (Page 2-53, 4-812) and “intrasite
transportation of pits between Zonzs 4 and Zonel2 at Pantex to support storage of RFETS pits
for the Preferred Altornative is described in Appendix Q.” (Page G-1).

7. The preferred alternative for long-term storage, and the analysis in Appendix Q to support
storage of RFETS pits, is based on the assumption that existing Pantex facilities will be upgraded. 1
According to the SD-PEIS, "Upgrade storage facilities in Zone 12 south (to be competod by
20104) at Pantex to store those pits currently at Pantex, and pits from RFETS, pending
disposition. Storage facilities at Zone 4 would continue 10 be used for these pits prior 1o the
completion of upgrades.”

2. DOE did not analyze the effects of long-term storage of Rocky Flats plutonium in Zone 4 at
Pantex. DOE prescatly intends to keep Rocky Flats and Pantex plutonium in Zone 4
pending disposition, which violates the spirit and ieter of the SD-PEIS RODr (sec IV).

b. Inthe SD-PEIS No Action slternative, DOE wrote that, “all site Pu holdings specific to the
Storage and Disposition program would continue to be stored at Zone 4 facilities.”

¢. Use of Zont 4 for long-term storage of plutorium pits awaiting disposition constitutes an
unregsonable alternative in the SD-PEIS. DOE did not cite Zone 4 long-term gtorage on Page
2-2, where it staies that “Options that were not disqualified or eliminated through the use of the
screening criteria emerged front the | two options west identified as
reasonable: Upgrade of storage lacilities to mn.ke them suitable for long term storage and
consolidstion..at DOE sites.” Long-term storagein Zone 4 did not pass this screening criteria.

d. In the SD-PEIS, the screening criteria for long-teqn storage included the technical viability of
“providing “storage of nuclear components and materials for up to 50 years” (Page 2-2). Inthe
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STAND Comtent #12, Page 7 of 11

Pantex EIS, the average remalning life span For 22 pit storage facilities at Pantex is only 34
years, gnd ti'us average includes buildings in Zong 12 that are newer than those in Zone 4
(Page 4-10).

& Pantex mansgers defined the proposed upgrade of facilities in Zane 12 as only providing
“interim storage of stretegic pits, excess plutanium and secondaries in existing facilities for up 0
30 years without having to construct entirely new facilities.”

£ All idenified upgradea for pit storage are for Zone 12 at Pantex, not Zone 4:

- “Buildings 12-66 and 12-82 in Zone 12 south would be modified to accommodate the lang term
store of Pantex Pu matcrial and RFETS pit Pu material for the siorage preferred alternative.”
(Page 4-863, 4-873, 4-876 4-879)

+ “Singe the result of any of these aitematives would be the removal of Pu pits not in weapons
from Zone 4, sircraft crash and release probabilities would be reduced ™ (R-1)

- “The upgrade alternative would modify sxisting facilities in Zone 12 South” “The modifications
for storage would be integrated into the Pantex infrastructure, waste, secutity and
assembly/disassembly operations systems.™

- Buildings 12-66 and 12-8Z would be upgraded. (2-53)
2. Inthe SD-PEIS, DOE only analyzad the accident analysis of existing facilities in Zone 12,

{Section M.5.2.5). “The accident analysis of the upgrade. . of existing facilities at Pantex consist of
two buildings, @ Surplus Materials Storage Building (SM building) and a Strategic Reserves

Storage Building (M-235)
4. The preferred altemnative for long-term storage. and the analysis In Appendix { 1o suppont
storage of RFETS pits, is based on the ption that kaging of pits in AT-400A

containers will occur the repackaging of plutoniumm pits in AT-400A containers.
a. DOE hps failed to implement the AT-5004A container repackaging program.

b. Even unider the No-Action alternative, DOE was committed to repackage pits in the “more
robust AT-400A containment vessel, and storage. (p. 2-22, SD-PEIS) DCE also committed to
repeckaging in AT-400A’s in the Pantex EI5. The transportation of existing Pamtex pits from
Zone 4 to Zonel2 and the cepackaging of the pits from AL-RE 19 AT-400A. containers is spalyzed
in the Pantex IS (SD-PEIS Page 2-53). The analysis in the Pantex ETS, DOE srated

that “because this pit repuckagmg process has not been done with (his type of container, there is
ne historicad dosi ¥ ilable. Therefore, conservative dose sstimates have been

made for this operation.” (Page 4—2’74, Pantex EIS).
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STAND Comment #12, Page 8 of 1]

<. In Appendix Q of the SD-PEIS, DOFE stated that pits to e transferred from Rocly Flats to
Pantex “would be packaged in FL containers at RFETS before shipment, gnd upon receipt at
Pantex, would be repacieged into AL-RB containers in zone 12 South and placed into storage in
Zono 4 west pending availability of AT-400A containers and relocation 1o upgraded facilities in
Zone 12 South.” (Q-1, 2-53)

¢. “After the AT-400A coutsiners are available, the pits would be repackaged into AT-4G0A
containers for either iong term storage or traasportation to a disposition site” (Q-2, Q.4.)

e. Inthe Pantex EIS, DOE stated that it is plarmed thet up to 20,000 pits will eventually he
repackaged in AT-400A conteiners,” (Page 4-273), and in the SD-PEIS, DOE stated that 2,000
pits per year would be repackaged in AT-400A’s starting in 1937 (SD-PEIS, Q4).

f Inthe SD-PEIS, DOE stated that, * For the disposition elternative, the wansportation analysis
‘was basedi upon the sssumption that the storege preferred alternative had been implemented prior
1o the start of disposition trangportation.” {Page 4-893)

2 There is no analysis in Appendix Q or clsewhere in the SD-PEIS for repackaging of pits for
transportation ta a plutonium pit disassembly and conversion facility. DOE did not analyze the
foreseeable aption of the AT-400A program failing, (See Section I1D).

h. In 1996, Peantex managers stated “The AT-400A process will allow us 1o protect excess and
strategic pits in storage until Gnal disposition of the material is made.”

C. Background: Proposed Long-Term Storage Plans

DOE is proposing and analyzing plans for long.term storage of plutonium at the Pantex
plami ouislde of the NEPA process.

1. DOE continues to store plutonium pits in AL-R8 containecs st Pantex; even though DOE did
not, and has not, reported or anatyzed In any NEPA documents the real impacts of storing
plutonium pits in AL-RE containers for an “extended storage period.”

a. DGE did not report known information abut the AL-R8 during the SD-PELS or the Pantex
EIS. DOE only informed the public in NEPA documents that AL-RE’s are not suitable for
shipping - DOE did not inform the public that AL-RE’s wers considered unsuitable for extended
storage by the Design labs.

In 1995, ajoim Lewtence Livermorg National Laboratory {LLNL) and Los Alamos National
Laboratory (LANL) memarandum was issued ta the Department of Energy’s Albuquergue
Uperations Office es well a8 Pantex and DOE's Amanlle Area Office. In the ctier, the fabs
recommended for steategic reserve pits: :
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- defined “extended storage” a3 more than five years.

- strongly recommended “that these pits be removed from the AL-R8’s 2s soon as possible
because of a potential corrosion problern caused by moisture and chloride in the Celotex.”

- “If AL-I%8’s are used for more than 5 years or geeater, humidity contrel is recommended at
15-20% R plus an aggressive monitoring program to be esteblished ™

+ Recommended iemperzture eontrols of 70 degrees (+/- S degrees) Fatuenheit in “both AL-R8
and AT-400A storage contginers, and to all facility configurations.”

Storage recommendations for surplus pits were less rigid but did include “we recommend thet no
pits be stored in AL-R8's."

b. DOE has no defined, approved schedule for repackaging of pits from AL-R8’s into suitable
storage containets and has not anulyzed the impacts of long term storage of pits in AL-R8"s. .

c. Estimates for repackaging pits from AL-R8"s into a suiteble environment range from 15-30
yeacs in the Conceptual Design Report (CDR) for Building 12-66 (Pages 9, 11) to five
yeary—pending seleciion dusing the Pantex presentation 1o the PPCAB on 3/30/98.

2. DOE haes not analyzed under NEPA the effects and cymulative impacts of repackaging of
phetonium pits in containers that do not meet the same spesifications for keng, term storage and
transpartation as the AT-400A, yet DOE is proposing to use the ALR sealed insert for long
term stovege of plutonium pits end not use the AT-400A container.

. “A mechanical lins For repackaging pits inta AT-400A comtainers is expected 10 be operational
in FY 1998 which wiil provide a combined total repackaging maximum capacity of 960 pits per
year... At the present time the plans are so close the manual line when the mechanical line becomes
aperational which will reduce the repackeging output 1o less than 60 per month.” (Canceptual

Design Report, Page 9)
b. “A sealed insert has been developed, and is under review for use in siorage of pits in AL-R3
comainers.” (CDR., Page 9)

¢. Discussion of altemative storage contuiners began as early as July 997 under the context of
the AL-2100 working group. The AL-RS was devcloped in 1957 and presemed as an oplion to
the public in September 1997.

. DOE and Paniex presented analysis of storage container options to the Pantex Flant Citizens
Advisary Board on Merch 31, 1998, The AL-RE sealed insert was identified as a prefersble
CORtRInE.
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c. InMay, 1998, the DNFSE reported that sealed inserts had been sefected for certain pit types,
and that the AT-400A Manual Line was discontinuing end was being shutdown.

4. DOE js proposing to nat upgrade Bullding 12-66 in Zone 12 for long term storage of surplus
plutonium pits and intends 1o keep plutonium pits in Zone 12 despite considering this an
“upaceeptable altemative.”

4. In December, 1997, the DNFSB reported that DOE was not moving farward with the upgrade
of building 12-66

b. DOE has not informed the public of this decision

¢. Pantex is now evaluating Building 12-66 for a new tission of aysernbling Radivisotope
Thermal Generator Mission

d. Inthe Conceptual Design Report (CRD) for Building 12-66, DOE and its cantractor
dotermined that there were ho other scceptabic alternatives for either interim or long-term storage
of plutonium pitz st Panten. (Pages 1012}, Zane 4 wag idered ble for i
storage because “these magezings are not propetly equipped with the coobng systemns necessary
1o ¢nsure the pits are maintained at the required temperatures to preserve surpius pits during long

term storage.” (Page 10). No buiidings other than 12-66 “are available or meet the criteria for
providing & long term storage function for surplua pits.” (Page Q). 1

. In the Conceptual Design Report, the SD-PEIS s cited a5 2 justification for not reviewing
othes DOE sites for long-term storage of surplus plutonsum {Page 11).

E. The NEPA documentation for Buiiding 12-66 identified the project as being part of the
implementation of the SD.PEIS ROD.

& DOE reported “reviewing” Zone 4 megazines for excess plutonium to the Pantex Plant
Citirens Advisory Board on 3/31/98. There are no known NEPA documents identifying continued
storage as implementation of any NEPA ROD's

5. DOE is conducting an Integrated Pit Storage Program Plen (IPSPP) withowt public input and
without NEPA coverage.

4. The IPSPP waa presented to the PPCAB on 3/31/98 in the context of svaluating conteiner
options, facility options and modification, the surveiltance program, and an implementation plan.
The Final Draft wag scheduled for release by $/31/98, but remains unfinished. (DNFSB weekly
TEPONS).

b The IPSPP was idemtified as a work in process as early a2 January 1997. DOE told the GAQ
the Final Draft would be completed by 4730/98.
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¢. The IPSFP was first teporied as being scheduled for January 30, 1998 (DNFSH weekly
report: 1/16/98). A working draft was relexsed that was described by the GAO as “only a
preliminary draft’”” and “mostly in cutline format.” (GAQ, Page 34).

d. DQE internally presented an Integrated Pit Storege Plan briefing in early March (DNFSB
Weekly Beport for Pantex 3/6/98)

&. An IPSPP “Tiger Team™ began work in easly April 1998 to provide “Pentex input on the
DOE-AL IPSPP. Working groups were established to eddress: [1} packeging; [2] movement,
staging, shipping, and receiving; [3] storage; (4] monitoring end surveiliance, [5]
safeguardwiransparency.” (ONFSE Weekly Reports for Pantex, 4/3/98, 4/10/98).

Sincerely:

Don Moniek
Program Director
STANT) of Amarillo, Inc
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